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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to propose a democratic language assessment by 
empowering test-takers who have been powerless in language test development. The test 
development was conducted with the concept of Test-Taker Referenced Testing, defined 
as test-takers’ direct participation in the test development process by articulating and 
reflecting their needs in the process of interacting with external and internal stakeholders. 
The team was constructed with three teachers and three test-takers and they developed 
the Teaching Assistant Language Exam (TALE), a web-based speaking test for 
international teaching assistants at American colleges, adopting the audited specification- 
driven testing framework in the ADDIE (analysis, design, development, implementation, 
and evaluation) instructional technology construction model. Validity arguments were 
gathered and justified from the beginning to the end of the test development.
To investigate the effectiveness of test-takers’ participation in the test 
development, this study (a) examined the needs analysis on the SPEAK and its reflection 
in the TALE test, (b) examined test takers’ roles in their interactions and power relations 
with regard to test-takers’ contributions to task and validity argument construction using 
group dynamics and audit trail, and (c) examined test-takers’ contributions in validation 
studies with the data collected from test scores, survey and interviews.
The results of content analysis of the SPEAK indicated that this speaking test was 
not used in compliance with the original purpose of the test and more than half of the 
tasks of the SPEAK did not ordinarily occur in academic settings. The results of the 
needs analysis survey and interviews were congruent with the content analysis. These 
findings from the needs analysis were aligned with the team’s decisions on test design
iii
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considerations reflected into the TALE test development. The decisions were made 
based on previous literature and the test-takers needs gathered from the needs analysis.
The results of the group dynamics and audit trail analyses supported positive 
contributions of the test-takers to task construction, test design, and test administration 
procedures by revealing their roles in their interactions and power relations. The data for 
this study was obtained from two audits (written and audio recordings) on two team 
discussions. The study also investigated group norms, development stages, and 
interactions and power relations of the team in terms of test-takers’ contributions to 
validity argument constructions.
The results of the validation studies with the data from test scores and survey and 
interviews also supported the effectiveness of the test-takers’ participation in the test 
development. Generalizability theory analysis showed zero variance components 
between teachers and test-takers for original contributor to tasks and contexts. The 
repeated-measures analysis of variance found that only test-takers’ disciplinary 
backgrounds were a significant influence on their performance while the gender, first 
language, and preparation time effects were not significant. This analysis also found 
significant rating difference of one rater and rating discrepancy on the tasks in the “TA 
office” and “TA meeting” contexts, but the Many-facet Rasch analysis found no misfit 
across rater and task. Bias analysis addressed that all the raters need retraining.
It could be conclude that the test-takers’ participation in language test 
development supported the results of validating test development process as well as the 
test product. Through the process, authenticity of topics, content, and other test 
conditions were achieved in their local academic contexts.
iv
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION
We need to recognize that if we allow testing to become a battleground, students
will be the victims (Behuniak, 2002, p. 202).
The first extremely high-stakes test I ever took was the Korean University 
Entrance Exam. I was 19 years old. I failed the test, and this resulted in a one-year delay 
to enter a university. The failure seriously affected my future in Korean society where 
the rank of higher education along with the university name is one of the most important 
indices to determine one’s social economic status. In this battleground, there was no 
friend, but there were only competitors under a high-stakes situation.
This test-taker status continued at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
(UIUC). As a non-native speaker of English, I was required to show my full English 
speaking capability to be a Teaching Assistant (TA) in compliance with the school policy. 
The policy is rigorously applied to all the international graduate students who want to 
teach in the classroom. The Speaking Proficiency English Assessment Kit (SPEAK) is 
the official test for this purpose at UIUC. The stakes of the test are high enough to 
determine a graduate student’s career academically, economically, and even 
psychologically. If someone passes the test, they can build their academic careers as a 
TA under economically and psychologically stable circumstances. If not, their suffering 
will not cease. Although I passed the test, I was frustrated at the test validity of the 
speaking test in that most of the task topics were not directly related to academic settings. 
Besides, some logistical problems of the test administration heightened my test anxiety 
which negatively affected my test performance: short response time, no preparation time, 
and the need of specific content knowledge or ideas in responding to some test tasks.
1
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These grievances cumulated from my test-taking experience against high-stakes 
tests were stigmatized until I became a language tester. I chose the career to attempt to 
resolve the grievances by initiating dialogues about the solutions in language testing. In 
the field, some scholars (e.g., Shohamy, 2001; Behuniak, 2002) had already suggested 
some solutions for such problems. Shohamy (2001) asserted that testers were not 
interested in listening to the voices of test-takers on the use of tests and that test-takers 
were also silent and not share their personal experiences in taking tests. She criticized the 
view of testers regarding test-takers as important data resources on tests. As a solution, 
scholars (Giroux, 1995; Shohamy, 2001) suggested that the power of tests with which 
testers and authorities are in control needed to be shared with test-takers, with teachers, 
with students and with parents.
Behuniak (2002) indicated that test-takers have been traditionally left out of test 
development practices for high-stakes large-scale tests although their input is reflected in 
the development before tests are operational. This is because test-takers are regarded as 
novices and test developers are regarded as experts in most conventional test 
development. To fill the absence of test-takers in the test development process, test 
developers have been advised to listen to the test-takers’ ideas or suggestions as feedback 
during test development practices (Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995; Bachman, 1990; 
Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Shohamy, 2001; Bachman, 2002). Behuniak’s (2002) 
arguments on the test-takers’ positions in high-stakes large-scale tests also emphasized 
test-takers’ feedback as many scholars (e.g., Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Bachman, 2002; 
Fulcher, 2003) had already insisted.
2
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What are the results of test-takers’ exclusion from language test development? As 
Behuniak (2002) pointed out, it would be a challenge to clearly identify test-takers’ needs 
and reflect them in designing and developing a language test. This challenge seems to 
become heightened as the current propensity of educational assessment is toward high 
stakes and standardized large-scale tests. In this climate, assessment has recognized the 
powerless in the educational field. The power of tests reveals a hierarchical structure in 
which language testing has been other than test-taker-centered.
Test-takers can be seen as a validity argument resource. This is particularly true 
when validation is viewed at a local ecology — when we enquire about the value of test- 
based inferences given the needs and dynamics of a particular test-use setting. A series 
of validation studies must be carried out to achieve a test’s local validity with the 
collected data obtained from test-takers (Chapelle, Jamieson, & Hegelheimer, 2003; Weir, 
2005).
When a large-scale test is brought into a local context without comprehensive 
local validation studies, test-takers suffer from some unexpected factors affecting their 
performance (Fulcher, 2003). I contend that the SPEAK, a product of the Educational 
Testing Service (ETS), was imported into local academic contexts without sufficient local 
validation processes or evidence gathering.
How can we resolve this problem? I believe we need a paradigm shift on test- 
takers’ statuses in language test development. Based on my previous experience as test- 
taker narrated at the beginning, I have suggested that test-takers, both teachers and 
students who are powerless against the SPEAK, develop a new speaking test for 
themselves, although there are some barriers they have to overcome. First, there is little
3
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previous research about the effectiveness of test-takers’ direct participation in language 
test development. That is, scholars in language testing might be suspicious of test-takers’ 
capability in the development process. Second, test-takers’ have to have self-confidence 
on their power to develop a valid test. In particular, international students who are the 
SPEAK test-takers may be afraid of lack of expertise or experience as test developers. 
Third, the concerns about quality or validity of a new test might be a barrier, because the 
reason decision makers prefer to keep the current test is that they believe the validity and 
reliability of the SPEAK have been verified for a long time and in several contexts.
To develop a valid new speaking test, the concept of ‘Consumer-Referenced 
Testing’ (CoRT) can be introduced into language test development. The primary purpose 
of CoRT was originally to develop a valid assessment tool through identifying the needs 
of consumers who are test-takers at the beginning or at each phase of the test 
development. I propose to modify the concept into ‘Test-Taker-Referenced Testing’ 
(TTRT). With the concept of CoRT in mind, TTRT is defined as test-takers’ direct 
participation in the test development process. In this study, test-takers as active test 
developers articulated their needs and reflected them in developing an alternative to the 
SPEAK: the Teaching Assistant Language Exam (TALE). In the test development 
practice with test-takers, we followed the test developing framework of Criterion- 
Referenced Testing (CRM). The framework has the following four characteristics: they 
are iterative, feedback-laden, consensus-based, and specification (spec)-driven (Davidson 
& Lynch, 2002).
What actually happened is a bit more complicated. I entered this project firmly 
believing in TTRT, and the work and findings that unfolded revealed that other
4
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complexities of test development impinged on the test development, and what is more, 
that many of my beliefs about TTRT were not verified in the actual findings of the study. 
I will return to this dualism in Chapter Six, where I discuss the difference between 
‘belief and ‘added value’.
Figure 1 shows the entire test development process as I conceived it at the outset. 
The TTRT provided a fundamental framework for the practice. Based on the TTRT 
framework, the ‘ADDIE’ (analysis, design, development, implementation, and 
evaluation) model, a popular development model in the Instmctional Technology area, 
was employed into the language test development practice. On this double-grounded 
foundation, the audited spec-driven language testing framework was employed for the 






Figure 1. The TALE test development framework.
5
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A test development team was first constructed for the new speaking test 
development and consisted of teachers and test-takers who have experience with the 
SPEAK test preparation courses which are the English as a Second Language (ESL) 504 
and 506 courses. The researcher led the team as lead developer. Following the ADDIE 
model, a needs analysis of the test-takers was the key activity at the beginning of the test 
development. From the collected needs of the test-takers, the overall goals of the test 
were set up and test-takers’ achievements were, then, evaluated. The goals of the test- 
takers in each phase were collected so as to be reflected as inputs into the next step, using 
surveys and interviews. Adopting the audited spec-driven testing framework, the team 
developed the TALE, a new web-based speaking test for international Teaching 
Assistants (ITAs). The delivery format of the new test was decided to be a web-based 
one following the results of the needs analysis surveys and interviews at the beginning of 
the test development.
In this study, the effectiveness of test-takers’ involvement in language test 
development was investigated through building validity arguments as an ongoing process. 
The validity arguments were gathered by examining the test-takers’ contributions to 
constructing quality test development process as well as valid test tasks. In fact, there is 
no empirical study about this in language testing. The effectiveness of test-takers’ 
participation was examined using a group dynamics study analyzing the team members’ 
contributions to task construction and test design considerations. The study revealed the 
team members’ roles in their interactions and power relations in the consensus and 
discussions to make important decisions on the design and validation considerations. The 
test-takers’ contributions to task construction were also examined by several qualitative
6
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and quantitative analyses with several sources such as test scores, surveys and interview 
data.
However, the effectiveness of test-takers’ involvement must be carefully 
determined because there are several potential obstacles to the test-takers affecting the 
efficiency of test development: the test-takers’ personalities or characteristics, attitudes, 
temperament, problem-solving strategies, cognitive perceptions of accepting the concepts 
or definitions of the test development, and social development skills in the team 
(Brindley & Slatyer, 2002; O’Sullivan, 2000; Weir, 2005).
The Context of the Study
The Test-Takers
The test-takers of the SPEAK are potential ITAs at UIUC. About 700 
international graduate students annually take the test. The prospective ITAs are required 
to show the level of their speaking abilities because of UIUC’s stated commitment to full 
English oral ability of its instructional staff.
Other test-takers are ESL 504 and 506 instructors (following Shohamy’s concept 
of test-takers). Several ESL courses every semester offer speaking test preparation to the 
students. More detailed information about the preparation is reported below.
The SPEAK at UIUC
The SPEAK is the official speaking assessment instrument at UIUC. The test is a 
product of the ETS and has been using as an evaluation tool for prospective graduate 
ITAs at American colleges. Any international students and American citizens who grew 
up speaking another language besides English or who want to show official eligibility in
7
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their speaking capabilities to teach in a college-level American classroom are required to 
pass this test in compliance with UIUC policy and state law. The cut-off score is 50 out 
of 60, 60 being the highest score. Otherwise, students can take the Test of Spoken 
English (TSE) from the ETS, which is an equivalent form of the SPEAK test (Center for 
Teaching Excellence (CTE), 2005). The SPEAK tests are retired and non-secure versions 
of the TSE (ETS, 2002). Although ETS renovated the TSE test in 2004, the form of the 
SPEAK is the same as the TSE prior to its renovation. This test is widely used at many 
universities as the mandatory screener for speaking ability for IT As.
Preparation fo r  the SPEAK Test: ESL Courses or Private Tutoring
ESL 504 and ESL 506 at UIUC were designed for prospective SPEAK test-takers 
to prepare for the test. The students who want to take the test for the first time or retake 
the test are eligible to be enrolled in these ESL courses. ESL 504 emphasizes 
pronunciation, while ESL 506 emphasizes teaching skills and the culture of the American 
classroom. Students who do not have pronunciation problems are allowed to attend the 
ESL 506 (CTE, 2005).
UIUC policy regulates that the re-takers should choose either enrollment in an 
ESL class designed to prepare them for the test or to take private tutoring lessons of more 
than 10 hours. The Division of English as an International Language (DEIL) certifies 
tutors for the SPEAK test, and the lists are approved by CTE as a reference to the test- 
takers. Teachers of the ESL classes and tutors must have training in pronunciation and 
Teaching English as a Second Language methodology (TESL) courses in DEIL (CTE, 
2005).
8
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The test-takers who fail the SPEAK have another opportunity to show their 
eligibility for a teaching assistantship. This is the SPEAK Appeals, which is a 
negotiation between the campus authority (represented as a committee) and the test- 
takers. The test is a short interview and a teaching presentation. However, it is only 
offered once per semester, must be attended both by the appellant and a department 
representative, and must be scheduled by special request of the department. The Appeals 
are designed to measure language skills, not teaching skills (CTE, 2005). Nonetheless, 
the Appeals procedures are very forbidding.
Statement of the Problems 
Test-takers of the SPEAK have questioned the validity of the test. As a certified 
SPEAK test tutor, I have been told of discontentment from the test-takers who failed the 
test. Once, I noticed one test-taker’s confusion with her test score although she passed 
the test. She expressed the existence of mismatch between her self-evaluated speaking 
capability and the test score. Her confusion was caused by lack of feedback on 
weaknesses on her speaking skills and some detailed description about the test results in 
the score report. A test-taker of the SPEAK merely receives a quantity as test score. 
Recalling my experience of taking the test, I, likewise, complained about the validity of 
the test scores to my ESL teacher.
So, some test-takers are suspicious of the validity of the test. They believe that 
there are some factors that cause construct-irrelevant variance which are confounded to 
affect their performance negatively. First, this contention is derived from the mismatch 
of the purpose of the speaking test with its use in a context (Fulcher, 2003). The purpose
9
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of the SPEAK is recognized from the constructs of speaking ability on the scoring rubric 
of the test. According to the scoring rubric provided by ETS (2001), the SPEAK test is 
intended to measure test-takers’ general communication competence. That is, the test is 
not designed to be used for academic settings. It might be concluded that the use of the 
SPEAK at American colleges should be reconsidered.
Second, a lot of test-takers complained about the unfamiliar content or topics of 
the SPEAK which do not exactly fit the academic environment of American universities. 
With regard to this content irrelevance, Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Bachman 
(2002) pointed out that this problem was related to content validity of a test and the 
authenticity in the test tasks. In the sense, Bachman and Palmer (1996) asked test 
developers to identify the Target Language Use (TLU) Domain defined as “a set of 
specific language use tasks that the test-taker is likely to encounter outside the test itself, 
and to which we want our inferences about language ability to generalize” (p. 44).
In addition, the topic or content unfamiliarity was not designed to be one of the 
test-takers’ speaking features according to the SPEAK scoring rubric (ETS, 2001). As a 
result, the test-takers suffered from lack of content knowledge or ideas about the tasks 
while taking the test. This means that the demands of linking test tasks to their real world 
situations (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Douglas, 2000) were ignored. Some test-takers 
believed that these broken links played an important role in prohibiting them from 
performing to their full English speaking capability. For example, a SPEAK examinee 
whose major was Engineering appealed that it was unfair that he was asked to express his 
opinions about a controversial issue in the speaking test, because he believed that he 
would never be asked this sort of questions in his academic field.
10
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Third, the nature of the audiotape-delivered test format hinders test-takers from 
producing authentic speech. In other words, a natural conversation does not occur during 
the test in the tape-mediated speaking test (Johnson, 2001). Some test-takers expressed 
that their embarrassment on speaking into a machine affected their performance 
negatively. This lack of interaction during the test administration might be a serious 
defect of the SPEAK as a semi-direct speaking test (O’Loughlin, 2001). In the test, there 
is no interviewer so that test-takers are asked to participate in role-plays, responding to an 
audio recorder. This factor could increase test-takers’ anxiety during the test 
administration (O’Loughlin, 2001; Luoma, 2004; Fulcher, 2003).
Fourth, some test-takers pointed out that time constraints of preparation and 
response time lowered their test scores. In the test, they are usually given from 30 
seconds to 90 seconds to respond to each question. The level of the examinees’ tension 
during the test administration often makes them become panicked during the test. Most 
of the students who failed the test expressed these feelings in personal conversations with 
me over recent months.
Fifth, lack of feedback in the test score report lowers test-takers’ understanding of 
weaknesses on their speaking abilities, which could jeopardize its test validity. It is 
difficult for test-takers to interpret or understand precisely the test results without 
feedback from experts. They want to receive pedagogically meaningful information to 
recognize their strengths and weaknesses on their speaking performance through rich 
feedback from the testers (Bachman and Palmer, 1996).
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In sum, the SPEAK test has been under contention for some time. The validity, 
reliability, and fairness of the test have been challenged by ESL professionals, by test- 
takers and by score users (e.g. UIUC graduate programs and faculty advisors) due to:
1. The mismatch of the test purpose and its use in a local context,
2. General lack of academic authenticity in the test tasks,
3. Absence of interactions (the test involves no face-to-face tasks, at all),
4. Time constraints during the test, and
5. Insufficient diagnostic feedback in the score report.
Research Questions
From the concerns above, the effectiveness of test-takers’ participation in 
developing a web-based speaking test was investigated in terms of their behaviors and 
contributions in the development. I address three central research questions in the present 
study.
1. Needs analysis of the SPEAK and its reflection in the TALE test
a. How can the content analyses of the SPEAK and the needs analyses be used 
to help guide the test development process?
b. To what degree are the needs analysis results reflected in the TALE test?
2. Group dynamics study and audit trail analysis for test-takers’ contributions
a. What did the group dynamics study reveal about the test-takers’ roles in their 
ingteractions and power relations as members of the development team, and 
how did the roles evolve?
b. What did the group dynamics study in the audited spec-driven testing reveal 
about test-takers’ contributions in assembling the validity arguments?
12
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3. Validation studies and test-takers’ contributions
a. How did test-taker characteristics and their perceptions of test design and 
conditions affect test results?
b. How did test-takers’ contributions to task construction affect test results?
c. For future revision, what do test developers need to consider with respect to 
interrater reliability and task difficulty issues?
d. How did validity arguments evolve in the test development process?
Significance of the Study 
In investigating test-takers’ behaviors and contributions in the test development 
team, their participation as active team members in the test development practice 
adopting the concept of TTRT is a paradigm shift in language testing. The current test 
development paradigm is that the test-taker is excluded in test development. This 
alienation of test-takers is apparent to the SPEAK test. This study provides a new 
language test development framework focusing on collaboration with test-takers. It could 
achieve high validity and usability of a new test through having test-takers articulate their 
needs by participating in test development. Their participation could result in an 
examinee-friendly test design and authentic tasks appropriate for the ‘target language use 
domain’ (Bachman and Palmer, 1996) in academia and could ultimately replace the 
SPEAK.
Test-takers were defined as powerless in the study and include not only the test- 
takers themselves, but also their teachers (Shohamy, 2001). In my current study, the test- 
takers were the students enrolled in ESL 504 and 506, the tutees preparing for the 
SPEAK test, and their teachers, the ESL teachers and tutors. By offering test
13
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development opportunities to them as active team members, they recognized themselves 
as power holders in this language test development. The product developed by the team 
could silence test-takers’ complaints of validity and reliability of the SPEAK.
I believe that a quality test development process would guarantee a quality test 
product. However, most of the validation studies for new tests seemed to be set aside 
after the test becomes operational (Fulcher, 2005). My study sheds light on the validation 
of the development process using a group dynamics study. In the development practice, 
the group dynamics study was based on the data gathered during continuous group 
discussion of the team. The interactions of the team members during the discussions 
were examined and revealed individuals’ roles and power relations influencing their 
decisions on test design factors such as the topics, theme, contexts, and test delivery 
format of the TALE test. This study by closely observing the members’ roles in the 
interaction and power relations in the team, found the test development process an 
ongoing process of gathering validity arguments in order to produce a quality test product. 
This is unique in language testing in that each team member’s contributions to test 
construction were tracked so that test developers avoided any construct-irrelevant 
variance of the test product itself and its administration procedure with regard to test 
scores.
Our systematic needs analyses identified test-takers’ needs of developing a new 
test at the beginning of the test development practice as some researchers recommended 
(Long, 1985; Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Norris et al., 
1998; Fulcher, 2003). Through the needs analyses in the ADDIE model, I could obtain 
the purpose and goals for the entire test development practice (Lee, Owens, & Benson,
14
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2002). The results of the needs analyses rendered task difficulty systematically 
controlled in designing the test. With the collected information of test-takers’ 
characteristics and perceptions of test design and test conditions, the team poured their 
endeavor toward prohibiting test-takers’ performance from being affected by any 
construct-irrelevant variance.
Validation studies of a good interface design as a construct validity could be one 
of a few empirical studies in an effort to avoid construct-irrelevant variance (Fulcher,
2003). In my study, the validity arguments for the test interface design of the TALE test 
were gathered from the team discussion results in the design phase and from the results of 
the post test surveys and interviews. This validity evidence gathering was done based on 
previous research findings.
Two new concepts of ‘authenticity front-loading’ and ‘expertise front-loading’ 
(Davidson, personal communication) were applied to the test development with test- 
takers. Bachman & Palmer (1996) defined authenticity of tasks as ‘the degree of 
resemblance of tasks in test-takers’ real life or TLU domains’. In this study, the term, 
‘authenticity front-loading’, was defined as test-takers’ confirmation of their meaningful 
identities by securing authenticity in the tasks of the TALE test in their real academic life 
at the beginning of the practice.
The term, ‘expertise front-loading’, is defined in this study as test-takers’ 
assurance of their capability of developing a valid test product by reflecting their desires 
in developing a language test. As Douglas (2000) assumed examinees’ background 
knowledge as one of the major aspects of language specific purpose testing, I believe that the 
test-takers in the team could assure their capability by applying their knowledge and 
experience in their real academic life in the test development. Test-takers collected their
15
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real life examples as tasks for the new test during the test development. In the previous 
studies, authenticity in tasks and external experts’ reviews of tasks were essential in 
language test development. But, these issues are resolved in this study as the test-takers 
in the team collected real life examples as tasks for the new test. This process was 
regarded as authenticity and expertise front-loaded in developing the TALE test.
16
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Thorough search for appropriate literature about test-takers’ participation in 
language test development found little result. There was also no empirical study about 
the topic in language testing. However, the literature concerned with test-takers was 
found in aspects of the followings: a democratic assessment as the theoretical framework 
of test takers’ participation in the language test development, views on their status in 
language testing, and considerations of them in developing language tests. The chapter 
reviews the following studies according to the three categories.
The Theoretical Framework of Test-Takers’ Participation 
in Language Test Development
Critical Language Testing (CLT)
Shohamy (1998, 2001) showed her interests in gender, class, ethnicity, and others 
related to human relations and activities in language testing. Of her interests in a 
democratic assessment, she pointed out that the CLT views test-takers as political 
subjects within a political context and assessment has the power to address powerless in 
educational fields. In this sense, the power of tests reveals a power relation in which 
language testing has been other than test-taker-centered.
She also broadened the concept of test-takers as one of the powerless in 
educational fields where the assessment is intended to produce the effective quantities for 
several purposes. When large-scale tests are developed or prepared in the fields, some 
stakeholders have more power than others: the power holders make decisions and take 
actions while the others are powerless and subject to the decisions (Rea-Dickins, 1997;
17
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Shohamy, 2001). In the context, the definition of a test-taker should be redefined to 
encompass several stakeholders such as teachers, parents, and test-takers who are 
affected by the decisions and who do not have authority in a test development. Even 
teachers belong to the category although they are responsible for improving test takers’ 
performances on the tests. In this testing environment, some scholars (e.g., Brown, 1993; 
Shohamy, 2001; Bachman, 2002; Behuniak, 2002) insisted that the testers as the power 
holders who are decision makers in the test development need to listen to the test-takers’ 
voices.
Lynch (2001) provided some clues about test-takers’ participation in an 
assessment development. He took the examples of Wolf et al. (1991) and Birenbaum 
(1996) on an assessment culture in the alternative assessment field. They pointed out that 
test-takers should be active participants in the process of developing assessment 
procedures, the criteria, and standards by which their performances are judged in order to 
claim their rights with regard to ethical and fair test development process. However, note 
that these suggestions were not given for a measurement field, but for the alternative 
assessment (Brown and Hudson, 1998; Norris et al. 1998). In the measurement field, the 
search for previous researches did not locate any empirical studies about test-takers’ 
direct participation in the language test development.
Consumer-Referenced Testing (CoRT)
Peter Behuniak (2002) introduced the concept of the CoRT into the educational 
assessment area to raise educators’ morale in designing and in developing an excellent 
educational assessment system in the move toward standardized large-scale assessments 
in the United States. The concept of the CoRT is defined as test developers and decision
18
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makers have customers’ (teachers and students) needs clearly articulated and reflected in 
designing an educational assessment and in employing these systems in schools to 
prepare for the large-scale tests.
The CoRT answers the requests derived from the consumers’ grievances. That is, 
the test-takers have been left out in the educational assessment development. That is still 
true in test design and development practices and in pursuing appropriate interpretation of 
the test results of large-scale tests, although the purpose of initiating new large-scale 
assessments is to elevate the knowledge level of the examinees. Note that the large-scale 
assessments require time, cost efficiency in their test development, and their efficient 
administration, but accountability of learning and teaching in the classroom is not 
precisely achieved with a single measure (Behuniak, 2000).
To resolve the conflicts between the goals of the large-scale tests and those of 
teaching and learning in the classroom, more attention should be paid to the needs of 
teachers and students as the consumers. In an effort to fulfill the test-takers’ needs, 
educators are requested to obtain “more carefully designed, integrated assessment 
programs, better professional development opportunities for educators, improvements in 
how students experience educational tests, greater use of technology, and the adoption of 
a more open approach to dealing with stakeholders” (Behuniak, p. 207).
Test-Taker-Referenced Testing’ (TTRT)
In this study, I modified Behuniak’s concept the CoRT into the Test-Taker- 
Referenced Testing (TTRT). With the concept of the CoRT in mind, the TTRT is 
defined as test-takers’ direct participation in the test development process by articulating 
and reflect their needs in the process. In addition, the development practice with test-
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takers in the study has the same nature as that of the test developing framework of 
Criterion-Referenced Testing (CRT): iterative, feedback-laden, consensus-based, and 
spec-driven (Davidson & Lynch, 2002).
Test-Takers’ Statuses in Language Testing 
Where are test-taker’s positions in the test development process? There are 
several views on their statuses. I selected the following views: a feedback giver, a self­
assessor, and a stakeholder.
Test-Taker as a Feedback Giver 
Although a number of researchers advised to test developers to listen to test- 
takers’ voices through their feedback (e.g., Alderson, 1988; Zeidner and Bensoussan, 
1988; Stansfield et al. 1990; Zeidner, 1990; Kenyon & Stansfield, 1991; Brown, 1993; 
Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Shohamy, 1997, 2001; Bachman, 2002), there was a little 
research about the practical application of the test feedback to the test construction 
process.
Brown’s (1993) empirical study was worthy to look at. She explored test-takers’ 
reactions in a specific purpose testing context according to the characteristics of the test- 
takers. Test-takers’ feedback was used in the development of the occupational foreign 
language test, a tape-mediated test of spoken Japanese for the tourism and hospitality 
industry. Fifty-three subjects responded to a post test survey and differently reacted to 
their relevant occupational experiences, amount of study, type of course undertaken and 
proficiency.
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As results, the subjects reacted positively to the format of the tape-mediated oral 
proficiency test in foreign languages. But eleven subjects out of 53 found the test 
significantly more difficult than the other subjects and the majority of candidates found 
the test difficult. There were negative reactions about the too short time limits on the trial 
test. They also found the perceived difficulty of the test and responses insignificantly 
correlated each other. For the test-taker characteristics and affective reactions, a series of 
t-tests found that gender effect (18 male and 35 females) was not significantly different, 
while there was the significant difference between the two groups regarding course types 
they took in their learning backgrounds. A correlation analysis indicated significant 
correlations between the number of hours of study and reactions to the test. Other 
correlations between the amount of time spent in Japan and reactions to the test were 
significant. Those subjects who spent the least time in Japan perceived the test as the 
most difficult while there was no correlation between comprehension easiness and time 
spent in Japan. For the test-takers’ occupational experience, those who had worked in the 
areas related to the test allowed them to show their ability better. For their language 
proficiency, there was a significantly negative correlation between their achievement and 
perceptions of difficulty. If the subjects’ test scores were high, they found the test less 
difficult.
Finally, Brown (1993) also investigated the person and item misfit using a Rasch 
partial credit analysis (Wright and Stone, 1979). The item fit statistics summarize the 
extent to which particular items are providing the information on subjects which is 
consistent with the information being provided by other items while the person-fit 
statistics indicate the extent to which the test is capable of providing appropriate
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measurement for each individuals. The information is used to revise or discard certain 
items, but revision is generally based on the test developers’ judgments on what is 
required to make the item perform adequately (Brown, 1993; Lynch & McNamara, 1998).
Some researchers (e.g., Kenyon and Stansfield, 1991; Kim, 2003) also pointed out 
that testers must pay attention to the test takers’ comments which significantly improve 
the test products. In particular, there is little research considering the test-taker feedback 
in the revision of items in speaking tests (Brown, 1993). Kenyon and Stansfield (1991) 
pointed out that testers should provide the adequate opportunities for examinees to 
express their feedback up to the change of the test to perform their ability fully in 
assessing the test-takers’ oral ability.
Some scholars (e.g., Long, 1985; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Norris et al., 1998; 
Douglas, 2000; Bachman, 2002) also emphasized the importance of needs analysis from 
the test-takers as feedback givers at the beginning of the language test development. The 
scholars advised to collect the needs from the stakeholder before test specs were 
constructed, which was opposed to the view of Davidson and Lynch (2002) that the 
nature of spec is feedback laden while it is evolves in the test development.
Test-Taker as a Self-Evaluator 
One view on the test-takers positions in language testing is that test-takers are 
valid self-evaluators. Boud (1991) provided a definition of self-assessment as the test- 
takers’ participation in identifying the criteria being tested and its justification on their 
works. A number of studies in language testing (e.g., Little, 1992; Ross, 1998; Shepard, 
2000; Lynch, 2001; Luoma & Tamanen, 2003; Lee, 2005) presented that this instrument
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was utilized to increase test-takers’ responsibility in judging their achievement in their 
learning and assessment.
Some researchers (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985; Luoma & Tamanen, 2003; 
Blanche & Merino, 1989; Ross, 1998; Bachman and Palmer, 1989; Lee, 2005) compared 
self-ratings with expert ratings (See Lee (2005) for details). The research found that the 
self-assessment was a valid assessment tool comparing with teachers’ judgments in 
performance assessments.
In contrast, some researchers (e.g., Janssen-van Dieten, 1989; Pierce, Swain, & 
Hart, 1993) found that the results of test-takers’ self-assessment were not correlated or 
meaningless comparing with the experts’ judgment. Bachman and Palmer (1989) and 
Lee (2005) asserted that the self-assessment resulted in their underestimation on their test 
performances while Davidson and Henning (1985), and Luoma and Tamanen (2003) 
reported the test-takers overestimated their capabilities. In particular, Lee (2005) 
revealed that Korean test-takers’ underestimation on their writing performances might be 
culture specific.
A number of scholars (e.g., Oscarson, 1989; Bachman & Palmer, 1989; Blanche 
& Merino, 1989; Ross, 1998) showed positive results of the reliability and validity on the 
test-takers’ self assessment. However, Lee (2005) addressed the difficulty in achieving 
accuracy of the instrument because there were many factors to be controlled in the self- 
assessment such as test-takers’ proficiency levels, types of the self assessment tasks, etc. 
Due to this difficulty, Ross (1998) advised to use the instrument only for low-stakes tests.
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Test-Taker as a Stakeholder
Rea-Dickins (1997) defined stakeholders as those who make decisions and those 
who are affected by those decisions. The stakeholders included test-takers, teachers, and 
parents. He asserted that the stakeholder approach to an assessment had the effect of 
democratizing assessment processes so that the relationships among stakeholders were 
promoted to enhance their fairness.
In language testing, the stakeholders occupy various roles. Rea-Dickins (1997) 
took the examples of their roles with the followings: language testers, teachers, parents, 
administrators, teacher educators, sponsors and funding bodies, government bodies, the 
public, various national and international examination authorities, members of working 
parties and curriculum committees, and test takers. Of the roles, some stakeholders as 
decision makers hold more important positions than others who are affected by the 
decisions.
He also pointed out test-takers’ diverse views on the assessment development, its 
administration procedures. Corresponding to this view, Alderson and Clapham (1992) 
agreed with the complexity of their views because sometimes they had no views on the 
test they were tested. These different views varied in different contexts (Dickinson & 
Haughton, 1988) and ages (Filer, 1997; Erickson and Shultz, 1992)
Considerations of the Test-Takers 
in Language Test Development
Even though there was little empirical study about the test-takers’ participation in 
the language test development, all the development processes requires testers’ amount of 
endeavors in learning about targeted test-takers to remove any construct-irrelevant
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variance or biases in designing a test to hinder test-takers from best performing their 
capabilities of skills being tested (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Fulcher, 2003; Weir, 2005).
Test-Taker Characteristics 
Weir (2005) asserted that “when we are considering test results we need to be 
clear that no group bias has been occasioned by the test in respect of these test taker 
characteristics” (p. 51). He demonstrated O’Sullivan’s (2000) test-taker characteristics in 
his book shown in Table 1.
Table 1
O ’Sullivan’s Test-Taker Characteristics
Physical/Physiological Psychological Experiential
Short-term ailments Personality Education
Toothache, cold, etc. Memory Examination preparedness
Longer-term disabilities Cognitive style Examination experience
Speaking, hearing, vision (e.g., dyslexia) Affective schemata Communication experience
Age Concentration TL country residence
Sex Motivation
Emotional state
Weir (2005) also presented the needs of making accommodations for the 
candidates with special needs quoting Taylor’s (2003) special arrangements at the 
Cambridge ESOL. Taylor (2003) requested the following accommodations for the test- 
takers with special needs: 1) separate facilities for taking the test or test battery, 2) an 
individual invigilator as well as a reader/amanuensis on the day, and 3) permission for the 
extra time to complete their papers (p.2). Weir dealt with the psychological 
characteristics as affective schemata such as the test takers’ interest or motivation, 
preferred styles or the personality type to affect their test performance in concert with 
Alderson (2000) and Fulcher’s (2003) assertions.
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Brown (1993) and O’ Sullivan (2002) provided thorough literature reviews about 
the test-taker characteristics influencing their reactions and test performances. The 
characteristics affecting their test performances includes gender, age, socio-cultural 
background, leaning background, etc (Brown, 1993; O’Sullivan, 2002; Weir, 2005).
Test takers’ gender is one of the features influencing their performances (e.g., 
Brown, 1993; Dickerson, 1975; Schmidt, 1980; Tarone, 1985; Ellis, 1989; Smith, 1989; 
Tannen, 1990; Coates, 1993; Lumley & O’Sullivan, 2005). In particular, Brown (1993) 
found the significant difference of the test performances between male and female using 
a t-test statistics. Lumley and O’Sullivan (2005) found the task topics as male- oriented 
or female- oriented using the multi-facets Rasch analysis so that testers revise or discard 
the gender-oriented items. Sunderland (1995) asserted that test-takers offered the 
evidence of female or male orientation of the three facets: topic, task, and tester.
Some researchers investigated the relationships between the test-taker 
characteristics and task difficulty (e.g., Bachman, 2002; Brindley and Slatyer, 2002; 
Elder, et al., 2002; Fulcher & Marquuez Reiter, 2003; Tavakoli and Skehan, 2003). See 
the next section for details.
Zeidner (1988) pointed out a generally weak prediction of the ‘socio-cultural 
background variable’ as a test-taker’s attitude which showed the meaning correlation 
with the degree of achievement on a test.
Test-Takers’ Familiarity With Test Delivery Formats 
Some researchers (e.g., Elder, 1997; Kunnan, 2000; Stansfield, 1989) addressed 
test-taker familiarity with the task type and other environment features as experiential 
characteristics. They suggested that the test-takers were provided with an undemanding
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availability of specimen past papers, clear specifications, and handbooks for the test- 
takers with the exemplification of the tasks and procedures while taking a test.
Elder (1997) pointed out that the familiarity issue caused the group differences in 
test-takers’ test performances with the confounding variables of the method effects to 
measure the difference and their background knowledge rather than their real 
performance gaps. The variables could systematically lower test-takers’ performances.
Test-takers’ computer familiarity is an important issue to justify the computer- 
based test (CBT) utilization in a context in terms of test fairness. Kunnan’s (2000) 
definition on the fairness is popularly used in the language testing. He explained the test 
fairness in terms of test validity, access, and equity. Validity is defined as fair 
interpretation of the test taker’s score. Access is as no performance difference among the 
examinees depending on the computer familiarity. Equity is as no performance difference 
among any societal groups. Many researchers have found that the examinees’ language 
proficiencies are more critical factor than computer familiarity on the examinees’ test 
scores, even though the fairness issue is still remaining (e.g., Kim, 2003; Kirsch, 
Jamieson, Taylor, & Eignor, 1998, Taylor, Kirsch, Eignor, & Jamieson, 1999).
In a series of the TOEFL research, Kirsch, Jamieson, Taylor, & Eignor (1998) and 
Taylor, Kirsch, Eignor, & Jamieson (1999) strengthened the test fairness argument by 
examining a number of TOEFL takers’ scores. Kirsch, et al. (1998) created the 
familiarity scale that classified the group of examinees. After scoring the familiarity 
based on the survey, the researchers divided the subjects into two groups. One group had 
high computer familiarity and the others showed the opposite. The levels of examinee’s 
computer familiarity were described with their background characteristics, including
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gender, age, native language, and native country of the examinees. As a result, only 
native language and native region were significant factors affecting computer familiarity. 
Furthermore, this study found that there is no meaningful relationship between the 
computer familiarity and the examinees’ performances of the CBT TOEFL. With the 
adjusted data, Taylor, et al. (1998) investigated the effects of computer familiarity on the 
examinees’ performances on a computer-delivered TOEFL. The CBT TOEFL scores of 
the two groups were compared with their paper version TOEFL scores that were set aside 
as a covariate. Both of the groups took a tutorial on how to use the computer such as 
usages of the mouse, keyboard, and test interfaces of several buttons on the computer 
screen. Results of the ANCOVA analysis showed that no meaningful difference between 
the two groups had been observed.
Test-Takers and Task Difficulty 
In developing language tests, test-takers characteristics should be considered with 
task difficulty (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Bachman, 2002; Fulcher, 2003; Weir, 2005). 
The scholars asserted that task complexity is not only caused by a number of factors from 
task characteristics, but also by several test-taker characteristics. The complexity is 
usually the compounding effects of the interaction between the factors of task and test- 
taker characteristics (Brindley & Slatyer, 2002). A number of factors affecting task 
difficulty in assessing test-takers’ speaking ability have been identified by researchers 
(e.g., Buck, 2001; Rost, 1990; Nissan et al., 1996; Jensen et. al., 1997; Brindley & 
Slatyer, 2002). In particular, Brindley and Slatyer (2002) selected the following three 
major elements promoting task difficulty presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Factors Affecting Task Difficulty
Categories Factors
The nature of the input Speech rate, length of passage, syntactic complexity, vocabulary, 
discourse structure, noise level, accent register, propositional 
density, amount of redundancy, etc.
The nature of the assessment task Amount of context provided, clarity of instructions, response 
format, response format, availability o f question preview, etc.
The individual speaker factors Memory, interest, background knowledge, motivation, etc.
Based on the design considerations related to test-takers above, the following 
factors needed to be considered in designing new language tests. First, the test taker 
characteristics were considered in order to avoid any potential biases to specific cultures, 
nationalities, first languages, race, gender, and majors as background knowledge.
Second, the topics and context for the TALE test were selected from test-takers’ 
real life situations. The theme of the test was also set as ‘a TA’s daily routines at 
academic settings’ and the three contexts in academic settings (i.e., the classroom, the TA 
office, and the TA meeting) were assigned to the test according to the theme. As 
Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Douglas (2000) emphasized content relevance and 
representativeness in a local context, all the topics and content of the test were developed 
in the considerations of the theoretical supports above.
Third, an attempt to control task difficulty was done during the test development 
by gathering some potential threats to the construct validity of the test as follows: test- 
takers’ test anxiety, noise in testing places, inadequate preparation and response time in 
the test, avoidance of difficult opinion questions regardless of examinee’s disciplines, 
test-takers’ computer familiarity, and their fatigue.
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As Brindley and Slatyer’s (2002) concerns, we selected the following test 
conditions that might cause construct-irrelevant variance for the test takers not to perform 
to their full speaking abilities (Chapelle, 2001; Fulcher 2004). These elements were 
highly related to test takers’ test anxiety which negatively affects their performances. 
First, speech rate in the TALE test was controlled as normal as possible, which was 
reflected into test spec version 0.5. This was to avoid an unintended construct (listening 
skill). The speech rate of two narrators in the new test was recorded ranging from 80 
words per minutes (wpm) to 100 wpm. Brindley and Slatyer’s (2002) demonstrated a 
fast speech rate as 200 wpm.
Second, the test-takers were given a one-minute preparation time for every task 
for test takers to organize their speech before they answered (Wigglesworth, 1997; 
Stansfield, 1989). In their research, some amount of preparation time improved test 
takers’ performances. The examinees also provided with a two-minute response time for 
every task, but they were asked to produce the speech for at least one minute although the 
two-minutes response time were given to them, which was reflected into the test spec 
version 0.1. The decisions were corresponded to the needs analysis results. However, 
Stansfield (1989) pointed out that although examinees were given more than a response 
time with more than minutes in a speaking test, the quality of their response was not 
improved. Hence, the development team decided to allow a two-minute response time, 
but the test-takers did not need to answer the whole two minutes.
Third, the test-takers were allowed to watch video clips twice during the test to 
facilitate their understanding of the task given to them but there was no script for the
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visual aids (Skehan, 1998; Brindley & Slatyer, 2002). The narration during the test was 
read one time with script.
Fourth, to remove the demand of test-takers’ content knowledge, they were given 
the rich audio-visual supports as well as the examples for tasks in the test.
Fifth, Webb’s (1999) depth-of-knowledge (DOK) was applied to control the task 
complexity of the TALE test in relation to its task difficulty. The DOK levels indicate 
learners’ cognitive loads in problem-solving for tasks in learning. DOK level 1 is the 
recall stage as the surface level -  ‘recall of a fact and some definitions and involves one- 
step procedure; level 2 is the skill or concept stage -  ‘use information or conceptual 
knowledge to approach a problem and involves two or more steps’; level 3 is the strategic 
thinking stage -  ‘requires reasoning, developing a plan or a sequence of steps and must 
have some complexity and requires students to use concepts to solve non-routine 
problems’; level 4 is the extended thinking stage -  ‘requires an investigation, time to 
think, and to process the multiple conditions of the problem and requires students to 
make several connections to solve the problem’.
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The study was carried out in collaboration with several stakeholders: testers, 
teachers, and test-takers at UIUC from June 2005 to December 2005. Participants varied 
depending on the sub-phase of the test development and implementation. Due to the 
complexity of the study, the methodology of the test development process is reported in 
the next chapter. Participants of the study are as follows.
The Test Development Team and Group Dynamics Study 
The test development team was assembled in summer 2005 and consisted of 
seven team members: a test developer (the author as researcher, programmer, and project 
leader); three teachers - one ESL 506 teacher (ESL coordinator in the Division of English 
as an International Language (DEIL)), one ESL 504 teacher, and one SPEAK tutor, — 
and three students - one graduate TA, one former ESL 506 student, and one former 
SPEAK Tutee. These participants were selected according to Shohamy’s (2001) 
definition of the test-taker who is not the decision maker of a test. The test-takers from 
the ESL courses and the private tutoring were representing those who prepared for the 
SPEAK test. The term, test-taker, indicated that even teachers were one of test-takers in 
the high-stakes test context. The teachers were powerless who did not have any 
authorities on the test. Note that I used the term, teacher, in order to distinguish them 
from the test-takers in the test development process. The team developed the TALE test 
from June, 2005 to August 2005.
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During the test development, the researcher conducted a group dynamics study. 
The subjects were all the team members. This group dynamics study was started from 
the needs analysis phase to the end of development phase. For the remaining 
implementation and evaluation phases, I carried out the experiment after the team was 
dismissed.
Needs Analysis Survey and Interview 
Thirty-six ESL 504 and 506 students and private tutees for the SPEAK 
participated in the needs analysis survey and ten volunteers from the same population 
were interviewed after the survey. Most of them were waiting for their SPEAK test 
results, while some of them already knew their scores. In particular, some of the ESL 
students and private tutees had passed the test, but they continued to attend the 
preparation courses or tutoring in order to improve their English through the preparations.
Pilot Test
Six graduate students in the Language Testing Research Group (LTRG) at UIUC 
participated in a pilot test from November 3, 2005 to November 8, 2005. Their majors 
were in language testing and their departments were either the Educational Psychology 
for doctoral students or the DEIL for master students. They volunteered to take the test 
and evaluated it by filling out a survey and were interviewed after they finished the test. 
Testing place was the researcher’s office and they took the web-based speaking test (the 
TALE test software version 1.0) on one computer at the office. Their evaluative 
feedback from the survey and interview were reflected into revision of the test spec and 
software for main test.
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Main Test
Thirty-nine test-takers enrolled in ESL 504 and 506 in fall 2006 participated in 
the test administration from November 9, 2005 through December 7, 2005. In fact, the 
number was forty-three, but four data were discarded after data inspection because the 
four test-takers did not click the record button to save their speech samples on one or two 
tasks during the test. The test-takers’ English language proficiency levels were not 
considered in the research design because it was hard to recruit sufficient numbers of 
participants according to their levels.
Test-takers were recruited with the ESL coordinator’s help from the ESL504 and 
506 courses. They were preparing for the SPEAK to be TAs at UIUC. I visited their 
classes and asked them to sign up for the slots on the registration sheet. They came to the 
testing place on their designated date. They took the TALE test at G27 or G52, multi­
purpose computer labs in Foreign Language Building (FLB) at UIUC.
Rating
Four raters at UIUC rated the thirty-nine test-takers’ speech samples. Two of 
them were current SPEAK test raters and native speakers of English. Another one, a 
native speaker of English has been a pronunciation teacher at Intensive English Institute 
at UIUC. She has experience in teaching a pronunciation course more than 5 years at 
UIUC. The fourth one whose native language is not English was a former ESL 504 
teacher who taught ESL 504 in summer 2005. The ESL coordinator recommended her as 
a rater because of her experience in teaching the course.
34
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Methods and Data Collection Procedures 
Planning
I proposed a detailed plan as a blueprint for the study. The blueprint covered all 
test development procedures and test software development. The plan also included 
tentative schedules for test administration. The proposal was submitted to the 
dissertation committee and approved in May, 2005.
Human Subjects Approval
According to the school research regulations, the human subject approval was 
done by the Institutional Review Board (IRB). A two-stage review process was needed. 
The IRB approved the study with the first application for team construction, test 
development, and group dynamics study in June, 2005 due to the complexity of the study. 
For the test implementation (the pilot, main test), evaluation (survey and interview) and 
rating, they then approved an addition to the first application submitted by the researcher 
in August, 2005.
For each experiment, consent forms were distributed to the subjects; copies of the 
consent form are given in Appendix A. They were given an adequate explanation about 
their right to protection, the nature of the test, and procedures at the beginning of the 
experiments. Once they signed the consent form approved by the IRB, the following 
procedures were executed.
Team Construction
The researcher contacted the ESL coordinator for the ITA courses to recruit team 
members. This ESL coordinator had already showed her enthusiasm for this project by 
deciding to participate in the project. She also helped the researcher recruit the two
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teachers and one student. The researcher, himself, recruited the remaining two student 
developers by personal communication.
Needs Analysis Survey and Interview 
The team developed the TALE test through a consensus process and a series of 
discussions following the ADDIE model, the outline framework for the entire language 
test development practice. I set up the goals of each phase in the development process 
and evaluated their achievements at the end of each phase.
As some of researchers pointed out the importance of needs analysis in language 
test development (e.g., Long, 1985; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Norris et al., 1998; 
Bachman, 2002), the team first developed the needs analysis survey and interview 
questions about test-takers’ needs on the SPEAK. The survey was conducted with thirty- 
six subjects and an interview with ten volunteers from the same population who enrolled 
in ESL 504 and 506 courses in summer 2005. The survey was done in paper form and 
the interview was audio-taped. The results of the needs analyses were reflected into 
design and development phases.
The purpose of content analyses of the SPEAK was to examine its content 
relevance and representativeness as important validation evidence (Bachman, 2002). In 
this study, the researcher conducted a reverse-engineering of test specs for each task in 
the SPEAK test following a Popham style test spec (Davidson & Lynch 2002). Based on 
the test specs, content analyses of the test were carried out by the researcher.
The Test Design and Development 
With the results of the needs analyses, the team started to build goals for the entire 
and each phase of test development -  i.e., design, development, implementation, and
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evaluation phase. An audited spec-driven language testing framework was applied to the 
test development. For development efficiency, the researcher, a well trained spec writer, 
wrote test specs and the rest of the team members played the roles of content developers 
to develop tasks for the test by providing feedback on the specs so that they could be 
revised. All of the important decisions were made by consensus of the team members 
according to the majority agreement.
Validity arguments were continuously assembled as test specs were evolved. The 
test specs were evolved into several versions as some significant decisions were made by 
the team. The specs became evolved into version 1.1 for the pilot test and version 1.5 for 
the main test. The spec version 1.5 was revised from version 1.1 to reflect feedback from 
the pilot test.
For test software development, the researcher selected appropriate technologies 
for use in building the test software and proposed a proto-type interface design for it at 
the design phase. After the test software version 1.0 was developed, the interface design 
was evaluated by the participants of the pilot test through surveys and interviews. See the 
next chapter for details. All the test development processes along with the test spec 
evolutions are reported in the next chapter.
Group Dynamics Study in Audited Spec-Driven Testing
Other than Davidson and Lynch (2002, Chapter 6), there are few publications on 
the interaction of team members in developing a language test. Addressing the gap, a 
quality test development process should be the backdrop of any language testing practice, 
along with a better understanding of the team members’ roles in their interaction and 
power relations which provide an important foundation of that quality.
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I investigated the impact of test-takers’ involvement in the test development 
process by utilizing audit trails and group dynamics. These two methods were used to 
assemble validity arguments and their justification in the language test development. 
Figure 2 illustrates the framework of this investigation. Audit trail was first used to 
gather validity evidence and its justification in developing test specs. As will be defined 
in detail in Test development chapter, an audit was a written and audio record of a 
particular testing problem or challenge, showing how it was identified, debated, and 
resolved in team discussions and in interactions with external or internal mandates of the 
test. Mandates mean any driving force to make test specs evolve in the test development. 
In a series of test specs, I carried out audit trails on two specs and then conducted the 
group dynamics study for each audit. The first auditing took place on July 19, 2005 and 
the second one on August 30, 2005. I reported group development, group norms, and 
findings of the two group dynamics studies by comparing the two audits.
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Figure 2. Group dynamics study in audited spec-driven testing framework.
The group dynamics study was carried out to reveal the members’ contributions to 
the task construction and test design considerations by observing team members’ roles in 
their interactions and power relations. This study was done with the written and audio 
recordings of the audit trails -  i.e., my field notes, tape recorded interviews, role 
observation sheets for each team members, and with my journal.
Pilot Test
The pilot test was carried out from November 3, 2005 to November 8, 2005. The 
test spec for the pilot test was version 1.1. Based on the spec, TALE test software 
version 1.0 was created and installed on one computer at the researcher’s office and on
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twenty-five computers in G27 in FLB at UIUC. Six subjects participated in the pilot test. 
After they signed the consent letter, they took the test. They then filled out a survey and 
were interviewed. The survey was done in paper form and the interview was audio-taped 
for analysis. See the next chapter for more details.
Main Test
Based on the results of the pilot test, test spec version 1.5 was written and the 
TALE test software version 1.5 was created based on the previous one. The test software 
was installed on twenty-five computers at G27 and on sixteen computers at G52, which 
are multi-purpose computer labs in FLB at UIUC. The server administrators of FLB 
installed the software on their server and tested it for two days before the test 
administration. Once they finished testing the software, they installed it by distributing 
the image of all programs on all of the computers at the labs. Before the main test, the 
software was tested in the new testing environment. I inspected the operation of the test 
software. Although all the equipment was reported as fully operational by the lab 
maintenance, I inspected it, especially all the microphones and their recording quality. 
However, the first test-taker’s data were not recorded due to the broken microphone she 
used. Hence, I double checked all the recoding equipment again.
The main test was given to forty-three test-takers from November 9, 2005 to 
December 7, 2005. After the participants signed the consent letter, they took the test and 
then filled out the post test survey. Ten volunteers were then interviewed and their 
responses were audio-taped with their approval on the consent form. See the details 
about the test operation in the next chapter.
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Rating
Four raters rated all thirty-nine speech samples from late November, 2005 to late 
December, 2005. To apply a fully crossed random model design for statistical analysis, 
the four raters were asked to grade all the data. School regulations require at least two 
raters for one examinee’s speech response for the SPEAK, and so a similar standard was 
applied in this research in that more than two raters graded one test-takers’ responses. 
The rating was done in late November for the first half responses and in late December 
for the second half ones. Raters were asked to give a holistic score and a function score 
for each task and a holistic score for each test-taker. The raters provided comments for 
each task as optional, but general comments on the test-takers’ strengths and weaknesses 




The content analyses were first carried out with reverse-engineering of the test 
specs of the SPEAK test. The elements of the content analyses were selected based on 
the literature review and the summary table for each task was reported with the reverse- 
engineered test specs. But in this study, three representative content analyses were 
selected and reported in the Results section.
The data of the needs analysis survey and interview were analyzed and the 
summary tables representing the distribution of participants’ responses and some test- 
takers’ comments were reported in line with the survey data. The data were classified
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into the three categories: test-takers characteristics, test-takers perceptions of test design 
and test conditions, and their perceptions of task difficulty of the test. In the end, the 
results of these needs analyses as well as the content analyses were aligned with the 
design consideration factors reflected into the test development process for the final 
product.
Research Question 2 
To answer the second research question, I first analyzed the written and audio 
recordings of the two audits. The audit trail method detected changes and problems in 
test development and the team discussions produced some solutions for them. I wrote the 
test specs based on the decision-making process for the solutions. Through the process, 
validity evidence was gathered for each spec.
Using the group dynamics study, I found out our team’s group development 
stages, group norms, group roles in the interaction and power relations of the team 
members. I, then, examined the group roles to answer the research question 2-1. These 
roles facilitated to analyze the team members’ contributions to the task construction and 
test design considerations. Based on the analyses, I justified the validity arguments 
gathered on the test specs using some excerpts and comments selected from the audit data.
Research Question 3 
A series of validation studies were done with several statistical analysis tools to 
investigate test-takers’ contributions to validation arguments. First, repeated-measures 
ANOVA statistics were used to investigate the effectiveness of test-takers characteristics 
and their perceptions of test design and conditions on their performance. The correlation 
analysis of test-takers’ perceptions of the test design and conditions with their
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performances was carried out. These statistical analyses were executed using the 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 11.5 for Windows operating 
system.
Second, Generalizability (G-theory) analysis was carried out to investigate test- 
takers’ contributions to task construction in terms of contribution sources and task 
contexts using A Generalized Analysis of Variance System (GENOVA), version 3.1. 
Contribution sources mean the original contributors -  teachers or test-takers - to create 
tasks in the TALE test. Task contexts indicate the team’s decision on the three academic 
contexts for the test (i.e., the classroom, the TA office, and the TA meeting).
Third, for validation studies, interrater reliability, task difficulty, and bias analyses 
were done by repeated-measures ANOVA and Many-Facet Rasch analysis followed by 
the results of G-theory and D-studies for further reinforcement on rater selection and task 
difficulty control. The FACETs analysis was done using MINIFAC, a FACET Student 
version 3.20.
In the end, as a wrap-up of the series of validation studies, validity arguments 
were assembled with the validity evidence gathered in each phase in the development 
practice. Chapelle’s (2001) validity argument table was utilized for the test development 
and the ‘Usefulness analysis table’ of Bachman and Palmer (1996) was used for the 
summary of the validation studies. The timeline of the study was as follows in Table 3.
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Table 3










Beginning: April 15, IRB application was approved 
2005 - Approved:
June 2005
Beginning: April 23, Contacting potential members of the team 
2005
Verification 
of the team 
membership
Preparation 






Ending: May 5, 2005
Beginning: May 5, 
2005 - Ending: June 
16, 2005
Beginning: June 16, 
2005 -  Ending: June 
20, 2005
[Version 1.0] 
Beginning: June 20, 
2005 -  Ending: July 
5, 2005 
[Revision] 
beginning: July 6, 
2005 -  Ending: 
December 15, 2005
One project manager
Content team: two ESL teacher, One SPEAK tutor, two ESL 
student, one tutee
1. Setting up overall and specific goals
2. Developing needs analysis of teachers and students
3. Gathering technology profiles for teachers and students, 
feasibility of technologies
4. Conducting a survey and interview
Conducting a survey and interview with participants and 




Analyzing the survey and interview to set up overall and 
specific goals and inputs to be inserted into design phase 
Proposing a prototype specs and sample items 
Proposing a prototype design of the test system and a 
technical memo for functionality and usability of the 
technologies
Evaluating achievement of the goals.
Development [Version 1.0] 
Beginning: July 6, 




1, 2005 -  Ending: 
December 15, 05
1. Setting up specific goals for the phase
2. Revising the prototype specs and design
3. Developing the test system
4. Evaluating achievement of the goals
Pilot test Beginning:
November 3, 2005 -  
Ending: November 
8, 2005
1. Setting up specific goals for the phase
2. Conducting trials two times with one week interval,
3. Revising the prototype specs and design,
4. Developing the test system,
5. Evaluating achievement of the goals.
{table continues)
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November 9, 2005 -  
Ending: December 
7,2005
Administering the test at computer labs.
Rating Beginning: 
November 18, 2005 
-  Ending: December 
312.005
Four raters




September 15, 2005 
-  Ending: October 
14, 2005
1. Setting up specific goals for the phase
2. Validation Studies: test-takers’ contribution to the test 
construction
3. Evaluating achievement of the goals.
Data analyses Beginning: 
December 15, 2005 
-  Ending: February 
1,2006
Analyzing data and writing results
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CHAPTER FOUR 
TEST DEVELOPMENT 
To develop a web-based speaking test, the ADDIE instructional design model 
illustrated in Figure 3 was brought into the language testing field for the entire test 
development practice. Audited spec-driven testing framework was applied to the design 
and development phases in order to develop tasks and test operation. The framework was 
coined by the UIUC Foreign Language Assessment Group (FLAG) in the presentations at 
the AILA conference (2005) and Language Testing Research Colloquium (LTRC) (2006). 
For details, see Jinshu Li’s (2006) thesis. This test development process was theory- 
based with aims to assemble strong validity arguments from the beginning of the test 
development.
More specifically, Figure 3 is the summary table for the test development. The 
timeline for the development was from June, 2005 to December, 2005. Along with the 
ADDIE framework, the audited spec-driven testing framework was applied to develop 
test specs and software and test administration procedures. The figure also shows the 
research process, data collection, and the process of gathering validity arguments in the 
study to respond to the research questions proposed in the Introduction chapter. The 
three main studies were needs analysis, group dynamics, and validation studies with test 
scores. These studies were carried out to achieve both quality of the test development 
process and quality of the test product by gathering the validity evidence and by 
analyzing test-takers’ performance in order to reveal test-takers’ contributions to the test 
development. This validity-argument gathering process was an ongoing process even 
after the test was operational because the nature of spec-driven testing is transparent.
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That is, test specs are flexible so as to be responsive to several stakeholders for future 
revisions.
In the test development, following the ADDIE model, the evolution of test specs 
and software is reported. The test specs have evolved from version 0.1 as a prototype 
spec to version 1.5 for the main test. Along with the spec evolution, the test software has 
been evolved from version 0.1 as a prototype version to version 1.5 for the test 
administration. The latest spec and software will be updated to version 2.0 in the near 
future to reflect feedback and findings from the main test and its evaluation.
Definitions of the Terms 
ADDIE Model
The ADDIE model is a popular design model used in the instructional technology 
area. This model is usually adopted into the design and development practice of a web- 
based instructional system. In each phase of the practice, developers first set up the goals 
of the phase with collected information to feed input into the next phase. At the end of a 
phase, the developers then verify the achievement of the goals. This goal set-up and its 
achievement verification are repeated whenever progress is made in each phase.
The outcomes from one phase play an important role of input in the next phase. 
For example, in the analysis phase, needs analysis data of the test-takers were intensively 
collected to fulfill the goals for the first phase. In addition, test-takers’ technology 
profiles and usability of technology in their environment were collected and inserted into 
the first phase (See Lee, Owens, & Benson, 2002).
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Time
October-December, 2005
Analysis Design Development Implementation Evaluation






Audited Spec-driven Testing Framework
Spec evolution
Spec v. 0.1 -> Spec v. 1.0 -> Spec v. 1.5 -> Future
Test Software development
TALE 0.1 -» TALE 1.0 ->  TALE 1.5 -» Future
Group Dynamics Study
Team members’ Role set-up and its evolution 
Interaction and Power Relation in the team 








Validity arguments in terms of test-takers considerations
Before test administration
•  Language testing expertise Front-loading: Good Tasks, good interface design
•  Authenticity and communicativity Front-loading
•  Topic relevance -  content validity Front-loading
•  Task development considering task difficulty caused by compounding effects of interactive 
elements among Test-takers characteristics, task complexity, and mandates
•  Rater selection issues and training
•  Detailed descriptions about test administration
During test administration
•  Removing any construct irrelevant variance: Test-takers’ anxiety, noise
•  Removing any data loss during the test: thorough instruction before the test and remind response 
recording as many as possible, mechanical problem
After test administration
Rater Inter- and Intra-reliability issues 
Task difficulty revisited 
Construct-irrelevant variance revisited 
Efficient and user-friendly score reporting 
Appropriate use of test scores
Figure 3. The summary of the test development for the TALE test.
Audited Spec-Driven Language Testing Framework 
Audited spec-driven language testing used in my study is a confounding term of 
audit trails and spec-driven testing in language testing. First, test specification is defined 
as a “blueprint” for a test used by test and item writers to produce forms of the same test
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(Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996). The blueprint provides 
“a statement of the test construct, a description of the tasks that will make up the test” 
(Fulcher, 2003, p. 116). The process of developing spec-driven tests is well described in 
Davidson and Lynch’s book (2002). They employed a Popham’s spec form as a template 
in the book. The spec consists of generative or guide language and sample items. The 
generative language contains general description (GD), prompt attribute (PA), response 
attribute (RA), Sample Item (SI) and spec supplement (SS). In the spec, GD is the 
leading element in which general descriptions about the test such as purpose of the test, 
context, test-takers, and mandates are described. The PA is the description of the tasks or 
questions on the test. The RA is the statement of the item writer’s expectation of the test- 
takers’ responses. The SI is a sample item as a reference to the item writers. The SS is 
additional information about the given spec (Davidson & Lynch, 2002).
An audit trail is ‘a systematic documentation system’ tracking changes, evaluating 
the process and decisions, and justifying the decisions (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). An audit 
is a written and audio record of a particular testing problem or challenge in a study, 
showing how it was identified, debated, and resolved in team discussions and in 
interactions with external stakeholders. But the interactions in my study were limited in 
the team because the group dynamics study focused on the team members’ interactions.
Authenticity Front-Loading
Authenticity was defined in the study as the team members’ confirmation of their 
meaningful identities by securing authenticity of the tasks in their real academic life at 
the beginning of the test development. This authenticity issue was resolved in that the
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test-takers and teachers in the team collected real life examples as tasks for the new test 
during the test development.
Expertise Front-Loading
The team members utilized their capability in developing a valid test product by 
reflecting their needs and desires in this study. Their capabilities were obtained by 
applying their knowledge and experience in their real academic life from the beginning of 




Through the needs analysis survey and interview, we collected the SPEAK test- 
takers’ needs to fulfill the following goals:
1. To discover what examinees regard a fair test,
2. To collect test-takers’ needs on the SPEAK, and
3. To listen to students’ suggestions to develop a new speaking test.
Inputs and Outcomes
Inputs for this phase were:
1. A sample SPEAK test,
2. Purdue Oral ESL Placement Test (POEPT) (http://www.purdue.edu), and
3. Test of Spoken English Rating scale (http://www.ets.org) for benchmarking.
Outcomes from this phase were:
1. A needs analysis survey and its results,
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2. Interviews and their results, and
3. Role observation sheets on team members’ initial group roles.
Main Activities
I carried out the following main activities in this phase:
1. Constructing the team,
2. Giving an orientation to train team members as content developers and 
feedback givers, to share development timelines for the new test, and to set 
up a team meeting schedule,
3. Developing a needs analysis survey and interview questions, and
4. Conducting the needs analysis survey and interview.
The test development team was assembled on June 20, 2005. The team consisted 
of the seven members mentioned in the previous chapter.
At the orientation, I trained the team members concerning their job descriptions 
and roles, the nature of decision making through discussions and consensus, information 
about the SPEAK, and the purpose of the needs analysis at the beginning of the test 
development.
We developed a survey and interview questions through six biweekly meetings 
from June 20, 2005 (the first informal orientation) to July 11, 2005 (the sixth meeting). 
The purpose of this phase was to detect the test-takers’ needs in the SPEAK and the new 
speaking test. They were asked about the following in the survey and interview:
1. Test-takers’ general satisfaction with the SPEAK with regard to its purpose 
for ITAs in academic settings,
2. Test-takers’ perceptions of speaking skills needed to be TAs in academic 
settings (i.e., fluency, pronunciation/accent/rhythm, grammar, organization of 
speech, vocabulary, appropriateness of language use, the structure of 
talk/tum-taking, cultural/situational /topical knowledge, etc),
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3. Test-takers’ perceptions of the relevancy of topic, content, and language 
functions of the SPEAK test to academic settings (i.e. map questions for 
description, recommendation, and opinions, picture stories for description, 
persuasion or expressions, debate, and discussion, graph questions for 
description, interpretation, and analysis, opinion questions for expression, pros 
and cons, definition of terms, and presentation questions for description and 
reasoning),
4. Test-takers’ satisfaction with the tape-mediated test-delivery format and test 
conditions of the SPEAK (i.e. preparation and response time, noise, numbers 
of questions in a test), and
5. Test-takers’ opinions about developing a new speaking test to fit academic 
settings.
The interview questions were created to reinforce the survey with the participants’ 
feedback. See the needs analysis survey in Appendix B.
The survey and interviews were given to the students in the ESL courses offered 
in summer 2005 -  i.e., one ESL 504 and two ESL 506 classes from July 12 to July 15, 
2005 at UIUC. Thirty-six students participated in the survey and five volunteers from the 
same population were interviewed after the survey.
I analyzed the data from the survey and interviews in order to report them to the 
team at the team meeting on July 17, 2005. These analysis results were the input for the 
design phase.
Goal Achievement
Goal achievement for this phase was evaluated with the original goals. It could 
be concluded that the goals of this phase were fully accomplished. For the first goal, the 
results of the survey and interviews indicated that the participants regarded the relevancy 
of topics and contents as an important feature of a fair test.
For the second and third goals, the results investigated the students’ needs for 
authenticity of speaking skills, topics, content, language functions, and test conditions in
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relation to real life in academic settings so that these factors would not affect their test 
anxiety related to their test performance.
Design Phase 
Goals
The goals of this phase were:
1. To decide the theme and characteristics of the test,
2. To decide several test design considerations such as topics, content, speaking 
constructs or skills, and language functions,
3. To decide a test-delivery format determining test conditions, testing place, and 
use of technologies,
4. To create test specs in order to provide a blue print for the new test, and
5. To avoid any construct-irrelevant variance in consideration of all the factors 
above.
Input and Outcomes 
The input for this phase was:
1. The results of needs analysis survey and interviews, and
2. The results of benchmarking on the SPEAK, Purdue Oral ESL Placement Test 
(POEPT), and diverse scoring rubrics.
The outcomes from this phase were:
1 Test spec version 0.1 as a prototype spec,
2 The test theme, characteristics, topics and content of the new test,
3 The test delivery format, and
4 Selected test conditions for the new test construction.
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Main Activities
We had three biweekly meetings for the following activities:
1. To make decisions on various test design considerations,
2. To discuss the prototype test spec (spec version 0.1) and give feedback on it,
and
3. To audio-tape our discussions for the group dynamics study.
Our first activity was done on the 7th team meeting (July 13, 2005). We reviewed
the results of needs analyses in order to reflect them into our decision making process on 
test design considerations.
The group dynamics study was executed on the eighth meeting (July 19, 2005). 
We audio-taped our discussions about the needs analysis results and test conditions of the 
new test. Through the study, I investigated the team members’ roles in their interactions 
and power relations in the team and the results of the study are reported in Results 
chapter. In addition, each team member submitted a role observation sheet to the 
researcher.
On the ninth meeting (July 20, 2005), I provided the prototype test spec to the 
team and they provided feedback on it.
Based on the needs analysis survey and interviews, the following major needs of 
the test-takers were detected: topics and content relevant to their life in academic settings, 
test-taker friendly testing environment and administration procedures -  i.e., sufficient 
preparation and response time, no requests o f content knowledge and prompt ideas, and 
sufficient feedback in the score report, and frequent test administration. Through this 
phase, most of the design consideration factors were decided on in an attempt to draw the 
big picture and plan details for our test development.
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Decision Making on Diverse Test Design Considerations 
In this phase, the team discussed diverse design consideration factors for the new 
test below and made decisions on them. These design consideration factors were:
1. A definition of a good test,
2. Some points we learned from benchmarking on the POET,
3. The theme and characteristics of the test,
4. Test-taker characteristics,
5. Topics, context, and language functions,
6. Threats to the construct validity of the test,
7. Task difficulty control,
8. Test delivery format, and
9. Good interface design.
1. What is a Good Test to Assess IT As in College-level Academic Settings?
To design a quality test, we first brainstormed about the definition of ‘a good test’
in college-level academic settings as my committee advised at the beginning of the
development. We defined a good test with authenticity and relevancy of test design
considerations in concert with the purpose of the test in order to minimize any construct-
irrelevant variance while administering the test. A good test was defined as:
A good test is one in which the topics, content, functions, delivery format, and 
speaking skills are highly authentic and relevant to the examinees’ purposes of 
taking the test. A good test should be designed to minimize any construct- 
irrelevant variance such as noise in the test environment, anything that cause the 
examinee test anxiety, anything that negatively influence the examinees’ 
performance psychologically and physically (See test spec version 0.1 in 
Appendix E).
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2. Benchmarking on the POEPT
The POEPT provides on-line practice test software downloadable for candidate 
TAs to practice the test by installing it on their local computers. I downloaded and 
installed the software on my machine and practiced the test. Prasad’s (2002) dissertation 
is an example concerning the test development and justification of its content and use of 
technologies. The results of the benchmarking of the practice test showed (a) high 
content and context relevance to academic settings, (b) frequent use of audio-visual aids 
to provide content knowledge, and (c) use of web-based technologies (Active Server 
Page, a product of Microsoft; and Microsoft Access, a database software of Microsoft).
However, there were some points to be improved: (a) confounded language skills 
- for example, a 10 minute lecture without script may demand test-takers’ listening skill 
instead of speaking skill (Brindley & Slatyer, 2002), (b) unprofessional interface design 
such as inconsistent color scheme, and (c) high task difficulty for some tasks.
3. The Theme and Characteristics o f the Test
Inspired by the benchmarking on the POEPT, we decided our theme of the new 
test as ‘a TA’s daily routine in academic settings’. We designed tasks for the new test 
following the theme.
Based on the needs analysis results, we determined to make the test as function- 
based so that each task was created in the distribution of language functions. The 
language functions we selected for the new test were: opening class, giving advice, 
explaining or describing a concept, answering questions, asking questions, closing class, 
describing homework, describing a quiz or test, introducing the course, giving feedback, 
giving advice for a task (lab in particular), giving directions for an activity, getting
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attention, making announcements, and giving directions (instructions) for class 
technology use.
4. Test-Taker Characteristics
In designing authentic tasks for the new test, we considered test-taker 
characteristics to avoid any potential bias to specific cultures, nationalities, first 
languages, race, gender, and majors as background knowledge (Brwon, 1993; O’Sullivan, 
2002). These test-takers characteristics were analyzed using the data of the post test 
survey and interviews as diverse validation studies. See the post test survey for detailed 
information in Appendix C.
5. Topics and Contexts
Following the theme of our test (a TA’s daily routines in academic settings), we 
determined to use three contexts of academic settings: the classroom, the TA office, and 
the TA meeting. We then brainstormed some candidate topics for the contexts based on 
the needs analysis results. The topics for the classroom were: introductions of a lesson, 
defining terms in test-takers’ fields, explaining about exam grades and score distributions, 
an announcement about TA office hours. Some candidate topics for the TA office were: 
advising students, defending students’ challenges on given test scores, recommending 
similar courses. For the TA meeting situation, possible topics were: classroom 
management skills, seeking advice from peers about dealing with students disturbing the 
class, negotiating teaching schedule with peers. See test spec version 1.5 in the Appendix 
F for more detailed information.
6. Threats to the Construct Validity o f the Test and Controlling Task Complexity and 
Difficulty
We gathered the following potential threats to the construct validity of the test:
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1. Examinees’ high test anxiety
2. Noise in the testing environment
3. Inadequate preparation and response time for test tasks
4. Difficult opinion questions regardless of examinees’ discipline
5. Examinees’ low computer familiarity, and
6. Examinees’ fatigue during the test.
Of the threats above, we attempted to control the following test conditions highly 
related to test-takers’ test anxiety negatively affecting their performance. First, speech 
rate was controlled (reflected in spec version 0.5) in order to avoid an unintended 
construct (listening skill) (Brindley & Slatyer, 2002; Fulcher, 2003). The speech rate of 
two narrators in our test ranged from 80 words per minutes (wpm) to 100 wpm.
According to Brindley and Slatyer’s (2002) study, a fast speech rate was 200 wpm.
Second, we set preparation time as one minute for every task for test-takers to 
organize their speech before they answered, following Wigglesworth (1997) and 
Stansfield (1985). In their research, with some amount of preparation time test-takers 
performances were improved. We also set a two minute response time for every task, but 
test-takers were asked to produce at least a one minute response (reflected in spec version
0.1). These decisions were made following the needs analysis results. In fact, the 
participants for the needs analyses asserted that a response time ranging from 30 seconds 
to 90 second response was too short to complete their answers. If they had uncompleted 
responses, this made their test anxiety increased. However, Stansfield (1991) pointed out 
that although examinees were given a response time of more than three minutes in an oral 
test, the quality of their responses was not improved. Hence, it could be concluded that
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lengthy response is irrelevant to test performance and decided to allow two minutes for 
response time.
Third, we decided to provide text scripts for the narration in our test with spoken 
English. This is referred to as the ‘aurality issue’ by Brindley and Slatyer (2002). They 
intended to avoid the measure of test-takers’ listening skill and provide authentic 
contextualized tasks to test-takers in spoken English.
Fourth, we allowed test-takers to watch the video clips in the new test twice to 
facilitate their understanding, but the scripts for the visual aid were not given to them 
(Skehan, 1998; Brindley & Slatyer, 2002). The decision was also to avoid a conflating of 
skills. The narration in our test was read one time with scripts.
Fifth, to minimize test-takers’ content knowledge requiring for problem-solving, 
we provided rich audio-visual supports as well as examples for the tasks in the new test.
In particular, two video clips were provided for Task 5 and 7 in the TALE test.
Sixth, Webb’s depth-of-knowledge model was applied to control task complexity 
in relation to task difficulty (Webb, 1999). We arranged DOK level 1 (recalling) as the 
easiest for Task 1, 3, 9, and 10; DOK level 1 or 2 for Task 2, and 4; DOK level 2 for Task 
5, 6, and 8; DOK level 3 as the most difficult one for Task 7.
7. Test Delivery Format
To decide the test delivery format for the new test, I researched several test 
delivery forms for speaking tests such as Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI), Telephone 
tests, Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview (SOPI) with tape-delivery format, Video Oral 
Computerized Interview (VOCI), and Web-based Speaking Test (WBST). Some positive 
and negative aspects of each test delivery format are reported in Table 4.
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Table 4







1. Authentic conversation can be 1.
produced.
2. Well-trained interviewers can adjust 2.
task difficulty to examinees’ speaking 
proficiency.
Telephone 1. Authentic conversation can be 1.
produced, although it is on the phone.
2. Well-trained interviewers can adjust 2. 
task difficulty to examinees’ speaking 
proficiency.
3. It is cost effective.
____________ Negative______________
Many well-trained interviewers are 
needed for test administration. 
Authentic conversation will probably 
not be produced.
Many well-trained interviewers are 
needed in test administration. 
Examinees may feel difficulty of 
understanding interviewer more than 
in the face-to-face test.
SOPI 1. Mass administration is possible, because
(audio- well-trained interviewers are not needed
taped) in test administration.
2. Quality of ready-made tasks may be 
high.
3. Raters can listen to the answers 
repeatedly so as to produce accurate 
rating.
VOCI 1. Mass administration is possible because
(Video- well-trained interviewers are not needed
taped) in test administration,
or d- 2. Quality of ready-made tasks may be
VOCI high.
3. Tasks in the d-VOCI are more authentic 
than those in the SOPI..
4. Raters receive more information such as 
non-verbal cues.
5. Examinees may have adequate time, 
adaptive topics, and difficulty selection 
in case of low-stakes tests.
6. Examinees may receive rich feedback 
from experts.
Test situation may not be authentic or 
a real conversation.




Test situations may not be authentic or 
real conversation.
Early investment on equipment is high. 
Test situation may not be authentic or 
real conversation.
Computer experts are needed in 
development process.
Some examinees dislike this test form.
{table continues)
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WBST 1. Mass administration is possible because well-trained 1. Computer familiarity issue
interviewers are not needed in test administration. It may affect examinees’
is cost effective. performance.
2. Quality of ready-made tasks may be high with rich 2. Test security issue is critical
audio-visual support. in high-stakes situation.
3. Examinees have adequate time, adaptive topics, and 3. Early investment may be
difficulty selection. high.
4. Examinees can receive rich feedback from experts in 4. Computer experts are
easy and cost effective ways. needed for development and
5. Decision on synchronous and asynchronous is continuous maintenance.
flexible.
6. Examinees can select their own testing places and
time at their convenience.
7. Most of examinees have high computer familiarity.
As a result, we decided to select the WBST as the delivery format for our new test, 
without an interviewer. Y. R. Chung (forthcoming), one of our team members, will 
develop a face-to-face interview form of the TALE test in 2006. This decision was also 
made by referring to the needs analysis results. 40% of the total participants (14 out of 
35) favored the semi-direct test delivery format while 22.8% (8 out of 35) preferred the 
oral interview (See Table 49 in Results chapter). The remaining 37% (13 out of 35) did 
not show any preferences.
Roever (2001) pointed out that there are many advantages to utilizing Web-based 
technology in speaking test development: mass administration of the test without 
interviewers (cost-effective), high quality ready-made tasks with rich audio-visual 
support, examinee adaptive topic and difficulty selection. It is fast and convenient, has a 
cost-effective feedback provision, flexible test type switching, and flexible testing time 
and place selection. But this technology for speaking tests is the most advanced. Hence, 
it is difficult to build a web-based speaking test (Roever, 2001). In addition, we decided
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not to have our test adaptive, even though there is one of the positive aspects of WBST 
above.
There are some potential negative aspects of the technology. We were concerned 
with test security problem and this issue was resolved by administering the test in a 
closed network environment protected by secured servers.
We resolved the cost problem by administering the test at multi-purpose computer 
labs freely accessible at UIUC. Instead of hiring a computer programmer, I developed 
the test software using Visual Basic (VB) 6.0, a Microsoft product, with one computer 
programmer’s free consultation.
8. Good Interface Design
Fulcher (2003) asserted that it is critical to avoid construct-irrelevant variance 
which test-takers can face while taking a computer-based test (CBT). A poor test 
interface on a computer screen in which the test-takers feel uncomfortable or lose 
directions in the CBT may hinder them from their best performance and threaten 
appropriate interpretation of test scores (Fulcher, 2003). When it comes to the WBT 
situation, the interface design could become a critical confounding problem with the use 
of cutting-edge technology.
AgeLight LCC is a useful Internet resource to provide some principles about a 
‘good interface design’ (LCC 2001). First of all, among many principles, “ease of use” 
might be the most important. This rule concerns the provision that users should be able 
to access the testing system without any extensive training. To enhance users’ motivation, 
test developers should be concerned with consistency through the test screens. In 
addition, web designers should be concerned with the following: color selection, colors to
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avoid, color contrast, text legibility, text size, text face, space between letters, space 
between each line of text, and use of capital letters.
Web designers and developers must expect general usability of the interfaces they 
produce. They are advised to consider the points following the guidelines in Table 5 
(LCC, 2001).
Table 5
LCC Web Design Consideration Points for all Ages
Design considerations
1. Consistent design across the whole website
2. Computer screen resolution and size
3. Connectivity and Internet speed
4. Error messages
5. External links opening new browser windows
6. Page size and download speed
7. Tables & frames
8. Language, reading level, & terminology
9. Color easiness of text and background
10. Text amount in one screen
11. Audio-visual aids
12. Easy navigation and directions
Based on the guideline of LCC (2001), I selected some test design consideration 
factors stated in Table 6 for our test design. With the rules in the table, I designed test 
interface design version 0.1 as a sketch on paper.
Table 6
Good Interface Design Consideration Factors
Test-takers’ perception about the test interface design
1. General Satisfaction with the whole interface design
2. Consistency for the whole consideration
3. User friendly Text font face
4. User friendly Text color
5. User friendly Text font size -at least 12 point
6. User friendly Text allocation -  mostly in the center
7. User friendly Text amount -  not much
8. User friendly Color scheme -  in blue tone
(table continues)
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Table 6 (continued)
Test-takers’ perception about the test interface design
9. User friendly Audio-visual aids -  relevant to the content
10. User friendly Navigation -  simple and easy metaphor
11. User friendly directions_____________________________
Test Spec Writing
From this phase, I started to write test specs for the team to develop tasks for the 
new test. First, I reverse-engineered a sample test spec from the SPEAK, which was a 
picture story related task (See the test spec in Figure 6 in Results chapter) with aims of 
training team members because some of them were not familiar with test spec.
I proposed a prototype spec, spec version 0.1, to the team and received feedback 
from them at the team meeting. Reflecting their feedback, the test spec contains the 
following aspects of this test design. See the prototype spec in the Appendix E.
Table 7
Content o f the Test Spec Version 0.1
Spec evolution
1. The purpose of the test
2. Delivery format: semi-direct web-based
3. Concerns about the definition of a good test
4. Framework of the test: a theme-based test, 3 contexts, 3 or 4 questions per context
5. Language functions for each context
6. Controlling test anxiety
7. Contextualized task: context setting up -> Task -> supports
Test Software Development 
As programmer of the team, I researched on some appropriate technologies to 
develop our web-based speaking test. Roever (2001) pointed out that technology 
selection should be cautious as regards the WBST development process. Test developers 
should first be concerned with the feasibility of adopted technologies more than non-web-
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based CBT development process. Security issues are usually the most important factors 
in high-stakes situations and this stakes decision may be the primary criterion used in 
selecting the technology. But the issue was not much of a concern in a low-stakes 
situation.
They reason why the WBSTs are difficult to develop is that they require a sound 
recording function on the web, which is one of the most difficult technologies, because 
the function asks for advanced programming skills or expensive sound recording 
software. If test developers want to use low cost solutions, they should be skilled 
computer programmers who are able to code one of the programming languages such as 
Java, C or C++, PHP, ASP, CGI, or Perl. But if their projects are well-funded, the testers 
should hire computer programmers and web designers or purchase high cost sound 
recorders to record examinees’ responses. Some principles in selecting feasible 
technologies in developing a WBST were as follows:
Table 8
Principles to Use o f Feasible Technologies in WBSTs
Technological considerations
1. Standard HTML
2. No JavaScript on the client site
3. No cookies in the client browser
4. No heavy graphics or interactive media formats
5. System robustness -  no system or software crashes
6. High performance and reliable software and hardware
7. High scalability for multiple user access and data storage
8. Security -  no unauthorized access during user authentication and internet data transmission
9. Adherence to standard hardware and software
Figure 4 shows an operational model of a sample web-based speaking test system. 
Theoretically, at least four independent file servers (i.e., a data storage server, a real 
server for audio-visual supports, a test bank server, and a backup server) are needed and
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an independent secured web-server is also needed to provide graphic interfaces to 
examinees, raters, and task writers. However, the test management system is an ideal 
model, which is adjustable to our reality. Usually, the data storage servers could be 
merged to a file server which saves the test data, the audio-visual supports for tasks, and 




















Figure 4. Assessment system design diagram.
Goal Achievement
Goal achievement for this phase was evaluated based on the original goals. It 
could be concluded that the goals of this phase were accomplished. With the input from
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the needs analysis results, we made some significant decisions on test design and 
characteristics: ‘a TA’s daily routine at three academic contexts’ as the theme and context 
of the test, a function-based speaking test, a web-based speaking test as the test delivery 
format, and other test design considerations stated above. The decisions made in this 
phase were conveyed as inputs to the next development phase.
Validity Arguments 
Table 9 shows validity arguments gathered in this phase. All the validity 
considerations and decisions were to design a good speaking test to minimize any 
construct-irrelevant variance by means of front-loaded expertise of the team in 
developing a speaking test. All the decisions were made in concert with validation 
considerations and decisions. Note that this test was designed as a low-stakes test at this 
moment, but with the research findings this test will be evolved into a high-stakes test in 
the future.
Table 9
Design and Validation Implications o f Test Purpose
Purpose of
the TALE test Validity considerations Design decisions Validation decisions
Inference:
1. What is a good 1. Definitions of a good
To measure speaking test? speaking test were
TAs’ speaking given in the spec.
ability, it is
important that 2. The test constructs 2. TLU domains were 1. Verify the TLU
use of must be defined as defined for language domains represent the
language generally applicable uses in the classroom, TAs’ daily routines in
should be across contexts of in the office, and in their college-level
relevant or language use. the TA meeting. academic settings.
authentic to
appropriate 3. Task topics must be as 3. Topic or content 2. Verify the effect of
TLU domains. relevant and authentic relevancy was added topic relevancy
as possible for the to test spec as a key depending on various
ITAs daily routines in term. examinees’
their academic settings. proficiency levels.
{table continues)
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Table 9 (continued)
Purpose of 
the TALE test Validity considerations Design Decisions Validation decisions
4. Language functions 
for tasks must be as 
relevant and authentic 
as possible for the 
IT A s’ daily routines in 
their academic settings.
4. Language functions 
were selected from the 
needs analysis results.
3. Verify whether the 
criteria are valid.
5. Construct-irrelevant 
variance must be 
minimized.
6 . Test specs must be 
written and evolved.
5. Design consideration 
factors were decided 
following the criteria 





anxiety, test delivery 
format, preparation 





6. All the test specs were 
written and audit- 
trailed.
4. Verify validity 
arguments on test 
specs with group 
dynamic studies.
5. Verify the technology 
use and quality of the 
test design.




test was chosen and 
some rules for good 
interface design were 
set up.
Use:
The TALE test must be 
Use the test a provisionally used as a
low-stakes, it low-stakes test,
is possible to 
make the test 







better than the 
SPEAK
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Development Phase 
Goals
The goals of this phase were as follows:
1. To develop tasks in spec-driven testing framework reflecting all the decisions 
in the previous phase,
2. To develop test software based on the decisions in the previous phase,
3. To collect data for the group dynamics study, and
4. To construct a validity argument table for this phase reflecting the arguments 
gathered in the previous phase.
Inputs and Outcomes
The input for this phase was:
1. The results of our previous decisions on design consideration factors,
2. The prototype test spec,
3. The previous group dynamics data, and
4. Validity argument table for the design phase.
The outcomes from this phase were:
1. Eight test specs (i.e., version 0.2,0.3, 0.35, 0.5, 0.75, 1.0, 1.0 for semi-direct 
test, and 1.1 for pilot test),
2. Taxonomies of tasks and language functions,
3. Two test software versions, 0.5 and 1.0,
4. Second group dynamics data, and
5. Validity argument table for the development phase.
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Main Activities
In this phase, we had five weekly team discussion meetings from the 10th meeting 
(July 27, 2005) to the 14th meeting (August, 30, 2005) and I wrote seven test specs for 
the task development. Main activities of this phase were:
1. To develop tasks for the TALE test through spec writing,
2. To provide feedback on the specs for revisions,
3. To develop the test software using appropriate web-based technologies,
4. To collect group dynamics data from the discussions, and
5. To update the validity arguments based on those in the previous phase.
The team gave feedback on the test specs written in the discussions. See the spec
evolution along with team meetings in the next section. In particular, the fourteenth 
meeting (August 30, 2005) which was our last team meeting, was dedicated to the group 
dynamics study. I tape recorded the discussion to collect data for the group dynamics 
study in Results chapter.
Test Spec Writing
I wrote in total eight test specs from August 3, 2005 to October 27, 2005. Note 
that we had our last team meeting for the second group dynamics study on August 30, 
2005. Based on the last discussion, test spec version 1.0 for the pilot test was developed. 
Test spec evolutions are presented in the following tables. See the two selected test specs 
(version 0.1 and 1.5) in Appendices E and F.
The content of test spec version 0.2 in Table 10 is the second prototype spec 
without guiding languages. The guiding languages were added in spec version 0.3. 
Taxonomies of tasks were built based on team members’ contributions. See the
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taxonomies in spec version 1.5 shown in Appendix F. Table 11 shows the content of test 
spec version 0.3 which included guiding languages, task selection, theoretical approaches 
to task development, and validity argument table.
Table 10
Content o f Test Spec Version 0.2
Spec evolution
1. Popham style spec format was applied, but no guiding language was shown.
2. The mandates were added.
3. What to avoid was added.
4. Taxonomy o f task bank was built.
5. Test questions were selected
Table 11
Content o f Test Spec Version 0.3
Spec evolution
1. Guiding language was added
2. Taxonomies for each context
3. Theoretical approaches
4. Validation argument table was inserted in the spec.
In Table 12 and 13, the purpose of the test was revised to focus on ‘topic or 
content relevancy to academic settings’. The purpose of the test stated in spec version 
0.5 was:
The purpose of the test is to provide a valid English speaking proficiency screener 
for potential ITAs who want to teach in their academic fields at UIUC and to gain 
an accurate measure of test-takers’ academic speaking ability. The content and 
format of the test should be as authentic and relevant as possible corresponding to 
for the daily life of an average TA.
We selected ten tasks the test and decided to give narration in the test in spec version 0.35.
In spec version 0.5, the definition of a good speaking test was revised as:
A good test is one in which the content, functions, delivery format, and constructs 
(speaking skills) are as authentic and relevant as possible in relation to a TA’s 
daily routine. A good test will minimize any construct-irrelevant variance such as
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noise in the test environment, anything that causes test anxiety, and anything that 
hurts the examinee’s performance.
In addition, in this spec version 0.5, a sample test set was created and preparation 
and, response time, and time control to develop test software were also added.
Table 12
Content o f Test Spec Version 0.35
Spec evolution
1. Test purpose was slightly changed.
2. Framework of the test development had been added.
3. Team members’ tasks had been added.
4. Nine tasks were selected so as to be inserted into the test set.
5. Narrator’s scenario had been added.
Table 13
Content o f Test Spec Version 0.5
Spec evolution
1. The purpose o f test was revised to contain “relevant.”
2. The definition o f a good test was revised.
3. A sample test is created at the end.
4. Time control was added for software development.
5. Authentication was added to the admin procedure.
The content of spec version 0.75 in Table 14 included a complete sample test, 
legends for each developer, a brief scoring rubric, and a validity argument. We also 
made two important decisions at the time: use of Visual Basic program as the test 
software development tool and separate development of the face-to-face interactive 
TALE test in 2006. The decision for VB 6.0 was caused by an external mandate which is 
that there was no budget for test software development and no support for a local network 
to save examinees’ responses during the test operation. Hence, I had to find a cost 
efficient development instrument and an alternative way to the use of local network. See 
‘Test software development’ section below for more details.
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Table 14
Content o f Test Spec Version 0.75
Spec evolution
1. The spec and the sample test were revised.
2. Narrations were given via audio clips and two video clips are also given.
3. A complete sample test was added.
4. Use of technology was decided: VB 6.0 for software development without local network for data
storage
5. Legends for task writers, narrators, technicians were provided in the sample test shown on the spec.
6. Team feedback was added.
7. Scoring rubric was constructed.
8. The face-to-face interactive TALE test was decided to be constructed in 2006.
9. Validity argument was updated.
The test spec version 1.0 in Table 15 was developed for pilot test. For test 
software development, technical commands to the programmer (time control for audio 
clips) were added. I developed audio and video clips for tasks based on this spec. Some 
examples were also reinforced to tasks.
Table 15
Content o f Test Spec Version 1.0
Spec evolution
1. One external reviewer’s feedback was reflected.
2. Scoring rubric was revised.
3. A sample TALE test was reinforced with some new sample tasks.
4. Technical commands were added.
5. Video and audio clips were developed based on this spec.
6. Based on team feedback, detailed examples were added to some questions.
7. Narrations were given with scripts the examinees.
Tables 16 and 17 present the content of semi-direct test spec version 1.0 and 1.1. 
The semi-direct test specs were separated from the previous test specs for the pilot test. 
Some technical concerns were reflected in the test spec 1.1.
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Table 16
Content o f Semi-Direct Test Spec Version 1.0
Spec evolution
1. A semi-direct version (a computer-delivered) and a face-to-face interactive TALE test were
separated.
2. Contents were added and all the headings were numbered.
3. Test administration part was added.
4. Global RA and SA were added for the both tests.
Table 17
Content o f Semi-Direct Test Spec Version 1.1
Spec evolution
1. Technology drove some changes of text and procedures such as recording function and navigation
using “next” button.
2. Simplified audio and video file uses
3. Scoring rubric was added.
Task Development
Based on the test specs given above, we developed tasks for the test. First, we 
developed a task framework applied to every task creation. The framework consisted of 
the three elements: context setting, task assignment, and reinforcing the assignment with 
some examples. Referring to the needs analysis results in the analysis phase, we decided 
to have all the tasks in the test given in a context (test spec version 0.1). Table 18 
presents the framework for a task in the TALE test. See the tasks in the test specs in 
Appendix F.
Table 18
The Framework fo r  a Task in the TALE Test
_________________________________________Task template__________________________________________
[Insert a picture related to this situation]
(Narrator: audio clip -  file name) Question number [x]
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Table 18 (continued)
_________________________________________Task template________________________________________
[Directions] You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your answer by 
clicking the record button or wait for the prompt. You will have 2 minutes to answer the question.
[Insert a timer]
(Preparation time: 1 min)
[A reminder for recording]Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to save your 
answer.
[RECORD button]
(Narrator: audio clip -  fine name) Stop the recording.
[Transition if needed]: (Narrator: audio clip)
[Directions]Please click on the “next” button to move to the next screen.
[NEXT button]
[Turn the screen to the next automatically in 5 seconds.}__________________________________________
We intended to provide rich audio-visual support to examinees. With spec 0.75,1 
developed audio files for narration and two video clips. Two native speakers of English 
in the team participated in recording the narration at the Linguistics lab in FLB, UIUC on 
September 7 and 14, 2005. A female narrator recorded the part of authentication, 
introduction, and warm-up questions, while a male narrator recorded the remaining parts 
for all the tasks.
Video clips were created for Tasks 5 and 7 with the help of four graduate students 
in the LTRG on September 13 and 14, 2005. For Task 5 (advising a student in the TA 
office), one female native speaker of English (the female narrator) and one female 
international student from the team participated in the videotaping. For Task 7 
(defending a student’s challenge on essay grading in the TA office), two ESL writing 
course TAs, who were international students, starred in the video clip. One was female 
and the other one was a male student.
We developed three warm-up questions:
1. How are you today? (10 sec)
2. How’s the weather today? (10 sec)
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3. What is your department and college? (10 sec)
Using the content analysis table below, the final ten tasks of the TALE test are reported 
in Tables 19 through 28. The tasks were based on spec version 1.1. See test spec 1.5 for 
details in Appendix F. At the end of the content analysis, Tables 29 and 30 presents 
summary of content analyses of the TALE test tasks.
Table 19
















Classroom management, today’s topic 
An American classroom







Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute 
Three tasks
Imagine you are teaching a basic class in the classroom. It’s Monday morning 
sometime during the middle of the semester.
You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to save 
your answer.
You should complete the following functions in this task:
1. Greet the class,
2. Collect the homework assignment, and
3. Introduce topics of today’s lesson.
(table continues)
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Table 19 (continued)
Category Classroom context
Reinforcement Examples of your classes: Engineering, language, math, statistics, education, etc.
Supplement Review for midterm exam
Assignment for next week has been cancelled.
Table 20
Content Analysis fo r  Task 2
Category Classroom context
Topic Mid term grades
Context An American classroom
Key words Teaching, class, greet, collect, introduce, today’s lesson, review
Function Greeting, introducing, announcing
DOK level Level 1 Recalling or Level 2 skill/concept
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks Two tasks
Context setting-up Your students took their first exam last week.
Directions Please study the following in 30 seconds.
You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to save 
your answer.
Specific tasks Using the information provided, present an overview of student performances.
In addition to going over the scores, you may point out common problems or give 
them some advice for improvement.
(table continues)
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Frequent Errors & Mistakes
1. Question 14: Distinguish mean, median, and mode and illustrate each of them 
with graphs.
2. Points off: answers without any supporting work.
Advice: give students some general advice about how to improve their 
performance in the class.
Table 21
Content Analysis fo r Task 3
Category Classroom context
Topic Defining a term
Context An American classroom
Key words Define, a term, concept, your field, comprehension
Function Defining / Expressing
DOK level Level 1 Recalling
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks Two tasks
Context setting-up Already set-up
Directions You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to save 
your answer.
Specific tasks 1. Define a term or concept from your field of study.
2. Check your students’ comprehension
Reinforcement
Supplement
One example of communicative competence
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Table 22
Content Analysis fo r Task 4
Category Classroom context
Topic Schedule conflict
Context An American classroom
Key words Meeting, explain, an alternative
Function Expressing / persuading
DOK level Level 1 Recalling or Level 2 Skill/concept
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks One task
Context setting-up You have an important meeting tomorrow during your regularly scheduled office 
hours.
Directions You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to 
save your answer.




Examples of an important meeting
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Table 23
Content Analysis fo r  Task 5
Category TA office context
Topic Advising a student about graduate school application
Context An American classroom
Key words TA office, video, office hour, advice, graduate school
Function Advising
DOK level Level 2 Skill/concept
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks One task
Context setting-up Now you are at your TA office during office hours.
Watch a video clip about a TA’s advising in a TA office setting.
Near the end of the semester, one of your students comes to your office hour and 
wants some advice about going to graduate school.
Directions You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 





Give him/her some advice about the topic.
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Table 24
Content Analysis fo r  Task 6
Category TA office context
Topic Suggesting a similar course
Context A TA office
Key words Interest, more courses, suggest, reasons
Function Suggesting, Reasoning
DOK level Level 2 Skill/concept
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks Two tasks
Context setting-up A student really enjoys your class and is interested in taking more courses with 
similar content.
Directions You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to 
save your answer.
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Table 25
Content Analysis fo r  Task 7
Category TA office
Topic Responding to a student’s claim
Context A TA office
Key words A Conversation, an office hour, more points, an essay test
Function Explaining, Reasoning
DOK level Level 3 Strategic Thinking
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks Three tasks
Context setting­ Watch a video clip about a conversation between a student and a TA.
up A student comes to your office hours demanding more points on an essay test.
Directions Watch a video clip about a conversation between a student and a TA.
You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to 
save your answer.





Elaboration, organization, coherence, content, language use, use of sources, 
grammar, vocabulary, etc.
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Table 26
Content Analysis fo r  Task 8
Category TA meeting context
Topic The importance of class attendance
Context A TA meeting
Key words Class attendance, improvement
Function Expressing opinions
DOK level Level 2 Skill/concept
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks One task
Context setting-up How important do you rate class attendance? Here are two students you can think 
of in terms of attendance vs. improvement in the class. Paul did a great job on all 
tests based on what he learned before but he rarely shows up in class. Mary had a 
bad score on the first test but she is improving a lot as the semester goes on. She 
never misses class.
Directions You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 





What is your opinion about grading those students?
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Table 27
Content Analysis fo r  Task 9
Category TA meeting context
Topic Advice on managing distracting students in the classroom
Context A TA meeting
Key words Students, distracting others, advice
Function Describing, Requesting
DOK level Level 1 Recall
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks Three tasks
Context setting-up While you are lecturing, a couple of students sitting in the back keep talking each 
other and distracting other students.
Directions You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to save 
your answer.
Specific tasks Describe the situation to an office mate and 
Ask for advice on how to manage the situation?
Reinforcement Examples of your classes: Engineering, language, math, statistics, education, etc.
Supplement Review for midterm exam
Assignment for next week has been cancelled.
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Table 28
Content Analysis fo r  Task 10
Category TA meeting
Topic Requesting schedule change
Context A TA meeting
Key words Schedule, switch, convince, TA
Function Convincing, requesting
DOK level Level 1 Recall
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture:
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time Maximum 2 minute, but required one minute
Number of tasks Three tasks
Context setting-up You are scheduled to teach Section A but want to switch to Section F.
Directions You have 1 minute preparation time. When you are ready, start recording your 
answer by clicking the record button. You will have 2 minutes to answer the 
question. Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to save 
your answer.
Specific tasks Try to convince the TA for Section F to switch teaching schedules with you.
Reinforcement
Supplement
Section A: Tuesdays and Thursdays 8:30 -9:50 am 
Section F: Mondays and Wednesdays 1:00- 2:20 pm
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Table 29
Summary Table o f Content Analyses o f the TALE Test









Level 1 Audio, text, picture, 
examples
2 Mid term grades An American 
classroom
Describing Level 1 
Level 2
Audio, text, graph, 
examples














Audio, text, picture, 
examples
5 Advising a 
student
A TA office Advising Level 2 Audio, text, Video
6 Suggesting a 
similar course
A TA office Suggesting,
reasoning
Level 2 Audio, text, picture
7 Responding to a 
student’s claim
A TA office Explaining,
Reasoning
Level 3 Audio, text, Video, 
examples
8 The importance 
of class 
attendance
A TA meeting Expressing
opinions
Level 2 Audio, text, picture
9 Advice on 
managing 
distracting 
students in the 
classroom
A TA meeting Describing,
Requesting




A T A  meeting Convincing,
requesting
Level 1 Audio, text, picture, 
examples
Note. Num. = Number.
In the end, the test set for the pilot test was assembled with the three warm-up 
questions and ten tasks. It takes about 50 minutes to finish the test. Details about the test 
set are presented in the test spec 1.5 in Appendix F.
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Test Procedure
With the tasks developed in this phase, I designed the test administration 
procedures. Figure 5 shows the test administration procedure. Descriptions about the 
procedure are as follows.
1. Login to the Computer at Testing Place
The test administrator (the researcher) asks examinees to login to a computer at 
the testing place and gives an introduction to them. For the login process, the examinees 
need to use their UIUC NetlDs and passwords (active-directory NetID and password) for 
test security. Then they are asked to open the TALE test software by clicking the 
software shortcut on the screen.
2. Check Microphone and Audio Volume
Before the examinees start taking the test, they must check their microphone and 
audio volume. These are tested by using the sound recorder built in the Windows 
operating system. The examinees are given the following directions to open the sound 
recorder: ‘Start’ ‘Programs’ -> ‘Accessories’ -> ‘Entertainment’ -> ‘Sound Recorder’.
3. Login to the TALE Test
Once the front interface of the test appears on the center of the computer screen, 
a female narrator of an audio file automatically activates and guides the examinees to go 
through another authentication process by typing the NetID and password given to them 
in order to identify examinees and save their speech after the test is finished by the 
administrator. When they click the ‘Next’ button, the screen goes forward to the next 
screen. All the narration is given in text.
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4. Introduction
In this screen, the narrator gives the examinees an introduction about the context 
of the test, time limits, the scoring rubric, and a brief explanation about the record 
function. Finally, the examinees are asked to click the ‘Next’ button to move to the next 
screen.
5. Warm-Up
The narrator explains about the record function in detail for safe data recording. 
Then, the examinees are requested to answer to three short questions as a warm-up. They 
are given just 10 seconds for each question. To save their responses, the examinees 
should click the record button on the sound recorder below the questions. When the time 
is up, the recorder is automatically stopped. In the end, the examinees are asked to click 
the ‘Next’ button to move to the next screen.
6. Context Set-Up fo r  the Entire Test
The narrator sets up the entire context of the test for the examinees to participate 
in the role-play as TAs at a college-level academic setting. The narrator gives 
information about the contexts, examinee’s role, and time limits of preparation and 
response time. The narrator reminds the examinees to click the record button to save 
their response. In the end, the examinees are asked to click the ‘Next’ button to more to 
the next screen. If they do not react to it, the screen is automatically moved to the next 
one in 5 seconds.
7. Tasks fo r  the Classroom Context
From Task 1 to the end, a male narrator guides the examinees to take the speaking 
test. The narrator reminds the examinees of the test situations again and assigns tasks,
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examples, and visual supports (pictures). The narration is given to the examinees in text. 
They are given one minute preparation and two minutes response time. A clock is shown 
below the task prompt. A reminder for the record button is provided to the examinees 
before they begin to speak. In the end, they are asked to click the ‘Next’ button to move 
to the next screen. If they do not react to it, the screen is automatically moved to the next 
in 5 seconds.
8. Transition to the TA Office Context
At the end of the classroom context, the narrator guides the examinees to the TA 
office context. The narration for transitioning to the TA office is, “Your class is over. 
Now, let’s go to your office.”
9. Tasks for the TA Office Context
For Task 5, 6, and 7, the narrator guides the examinees to take the test. He 
reminds the examinees of the situation again and assigns tasks, examples, and visual 
supports. For Tasks 5 and 7, the examinees are asked to watch video clip and respond to 
the tasks, while a picture is the visual aid for Task 6. The examinees are given one 
minute preparation time and then two minutes response time. A clock is shown under the 
task prompt. A reminder for the recorder is given to the examinees when they begin 
responding. In the end, the examinees are asked to click the ‘Next’ button to move to the 
next screen. If they do not react to it, the screen is automatically moved to the next in 5 
seconds.
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10. Transition to the TA Meeting Context
The narrator guides the examinees to the TA meeting context. The transition is, 
“Now you have a TA meeting with your professor and colleagues. Let’s go to the 
meeting room.”
11. Tasks fo r  the TA Meeting Context
For Tasks 8, *9, and 10, the narrator leads the examinees to take the test. He 
reminds the examinees of the context again and assigns tasks (one to three tasks), 
examples, and visual supports (pictures). The examinees are given one minute 
preparation and two minute response time. A clock is shown below the task prompt. A 
reminder for the record button is given to the examinees when they begin responding. In 
the end, the examinees are asked to click the ‘Next’ button to move to the next screen. If 
they do not react to it, the screen is automatically moved to the next in 5 seconds.
12. Wrap-up and Logout
The narrator wraps up the test and gives information about test score report. The 
examinees are then asked to logout from the TALE test.
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Wrap-up and logout
Warm-up
Login to the test
Introduction
Task 1, 2, 3, and 4
Task 8, 9, and 10
Task 5, 6, and 7
Transition to the TA meeting
Transition to the TA office
Context set-up for the classroom
Context set-up for the TA meeting
Microphone and audio volume check
Context set-up for the TA office
Context set-up for a TA’s daily life at academic setting
Figure 5. Test procedure for the TALE test.
91
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Test Software Development
Appropriate use of computer technologies was critical to develop the web-based 
speaking test. Based on my research in aspects of advantages and disadvantages of the 
web-based test delivery format and concerns with good interface design in the previous 
section, I selected Visual Basic (VB) version 6.0 to develop the TALE test with the 
following decision criteria:
1. Practicality Issue
I selected VB 6.0 because I had previous experience and knowledge about the 
program. VB 6.0 is a computer programming language providing a graphic user interface 
(Microsoft, 2006). This is a great design instrument in designing test interface which 
could be transferred to a web-based test with no difficulty by converting it to ASP or PHP 
programming language to use database technology under the Internet-based testing 
environment (Microsoft, 2006). In this sense, this decision was inevitable that the 
development period was very short with no budget. I had to finish the software 
development from September 1, 2005 to October 30, 2005 in order to administer the test 
in fall 2005.
2. Logistical Issue
With no budget for test software development, VB 6.0 is one of the best choices 
because I could used a free trial with some technical limitations, but fortunately, I already 
owned a full set of the program (a Korean VB version 6.0) although it was upgraded to 
Visual Basic.net (Visual Basic 2005), recently released by Microsoft. However, VB 6.0 
is still a popular programming tool among computer programmers.
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3. Usability o f the Software
VB 6.0 provides a user-friendly interface for the programmer (the researcher) to 
design graphic interface of the TALE test using preloaded objects from the library built- 
in the VB 6 program or from the free access library on the Microsoft Developer Network 
(MSDN) in the Microsoft website (Microsoft, 2006). The program is also highly 
feasible for developing a sound recorder for a web-based speaking test. It is also handy 
to use the database connection and the local network connection using the design tool. In 
fact, it was a challenge to create a sound recorder for a web-based test because of 
technology difficulties (Roever, 2001). With an experienced programmers’ consultation,
I could overcome the technical difficulty using the sound record functions provided by 
the library in VB 6.0.
4. Feasibility o f Local Network and Database
One of the most important external mandates in developing the test was the 
limitation of local technical supports. The school did not support web-based database 
technologies from the school servers so that I decided to deliver my test without a local 
network and server to save the examinees’ speech. Hence, the form of the TALE test was 
selected as a stand-alone or an installable program on local computers without network to 
the server. I could select the Active Server Page, a server-side script language providing 
the web-based database technology on the Internet. But VB 6 converts to the ASP with 
no difficulty. In the near future, the TALE test will be transferred to a real web-based 
program.
With the provisional decision on the use of VB 6.0 in developing the stand-alone 
speaking test, I could obtain the following benefits from the use of the technology:
93
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1. No worry about test security,
2. No worry about data delivery failure,
3. No worry about slow loading time and timer reset due to heavy size of audio­
visual aid files, which are common on the Internet causing slow network
speed or traffic, and
4. Easy control of screen size, screen resolution, and display rate for the 
computers at testing places.
During the test operation, examinees’ speech data were saved on the local machines
during the test. After the test was finished, I temporarily saved all the data on my USB
flash drive and then transferred the data to a secured data storage server.
For pilot test, I developed the TALE test software version 1.0 in late October. A
design checklist for interface design of the test was developed and applied to the entire
test interface following the rules stated in Table 30. See the TALE test sample interface
design in Appendix H. Finally, this test software was installed on one computer at my
office and on twenty five computers at G27, a multi-purpose computer lab for pilot test.
Table 30
Design Checklist fo r  the TALE Test
Elements Feature
Title
Text font face, shape, size 
Text color 
Movable 
Start up position 
Screen size 
Button size
Button font face, shape, size
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Verdana, Bold, 16 points 
Verdana, Bold, 10 points 
Black 
Fixed
Center of the screen 
1200 x 1000 pixels 
180 x 50 pixels 
Verdana, Bold, 10 points
(table continues)
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Table 30 (continued)
Elements Feature
Text margin 7 points to the wall
Picture size 270 x 220 pixels
Border style Solid border
Background color Light blue
Timer for preparation and response time Text in black on light yellow rectangle
Sound recorder Light gray buttons with three functions of record, 
rewind, and rewind._____________________________
Goal Achievement
The initial goals of this phase were evaluated regarding their achievement. It 
could be concluded that all the goals were accomplished except some changes. With the 
input of the selected design considerations, we developed ten tasks for the TALE test 
applying the spec-driven testing framework. All the stakeholders’ feedback or mandates 
were reflected into the specs. In particular, an external mandate prohibiting the use of 
local servers and network connection was a driving force for the researcher to select VB 
6.0 as the development tool. The data for the second group dynamics study were also 
collected during this phase. In the end, the validity arguments in Table 31 were evolved 
from the previous ones.
Validity arguments for this phase were added into Table 31. The validity 
arguments were about reliable use of the specs during the test development and about 
decisions of proper technology use in relation to the external or internal mandates. For 
‘use of the test’ in the table, the revision process of tasks and test administration 
procedures were as flexible as possible because the feature of our spec-driven testing
Validity Arguments
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framework is transparent. That is, spec revision is responsive and flexible in reflecting 
stakeholders’ feedback.
Table 31










1. To measure TAs’ 1. Test specs must 1. Tasks were 1. Justify the
speaking ability, it reflect all the developed reflection using
is important that feedback and following the audit-trail method.
use of language decisions. blueprint and
should be relevant consideration
or authentic to 2. External and decisions.
appropriate TLU internal Mandates 2. Verify the use of
domains. for the test 2. Test delivery technology for a
development must format was decided speaking test
2. Do not measure be reflected. without database development.
examinees’ content and network
knowledge or connections. 3. Verify the
ideas, but speaking Hence, the test equivalence
ability. software between the
development was different test forms.
3. Tasks and test restricted as a
delivery form are stand-alone format
developed to elicit
ratable speech 3. VB 6.0 was










1. Administer the test 1. 
as a low-stakes test 
provisionally.
2. Evolving to high- 2. 
stakes in the end.
The TALE test must 1. 
be provisionally 
used as a low-stakes 
test.
Test development 2. 









was adopted in test 
development.
1. Verify the validity 
o f  the p rocedures.
{table continues)
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Table 31 (continued)
Purpose of 
the TALE test Validity considerations Development decisions Validation decisions
Use: Development 
(icontinued)
3. Enhancing validity 
of the test with 




examinee with relevant 
and authentic tasks 
better than the SPEAK.
The study provides a 
valid test development 
process from the 
beginning of the test 
development with the 
concept of validity 
front-loading.
3. Group dynamics 
study investigated 
team members’ role 
in their interaction 
and power relations.
All the decision making 
should be done through 
interacting with several 
stakeholders, especially, 
test-takers. Responding 
to test-takers’ needs at 
this phase could show a 
new language test model 
based on the TTRT 
framework.
All the validation 
decisions should be 
based on the 
considerations of test 
purpose and 
stakeholders’ benefit as 
well as theoretical 
considerations. This 
process of validity 
argument assembly 




The goals of this phase were as follows:
1. To administer the pilot test and the main test following the test procedures 
stated in the previous section,
2. To revise the test spec and test software for the main test,
3. To collect the test-takers’ speech data from main test without any technical 
difficulties, and
4. To conduct rating and to report the scores.
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Input and Outcomes
The input for this phase was:
1. The test spec version 1.1,
2. The TALE test software version 1.0, and
3. Validity argument table for the development phase.
The outcomes from this phase were:
1. The test spec version 1.5,
2. The TALE test software version 1.5,
3. Test results from main test, and
4. Validity argument table for the implementation phase.
Main Activities 
Main activities in this phase were:
1. To conduct the pilot test,
2. To revise the test spec and test software for main test,
3. To install the test software at the testing place,
4. To execute main test,
5. To save all speech response from the test,
6. To carry out rating,
7. To report test results to examinees, and
8. To update the validity argument table.
Pilot Test
The pilot test was carried out from November 3, 2005 to November 8, 2005 at my 
office. Six subjects participated in the test. This test was to check whether the test
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software operated normally on computers and to gather evaluative feedback from the 
participants before the main test.
1. The required minimum specification of the computer for the software 
operation is as follows. This specification was a common recommendation 
for video clip operation on a PC.
2. Test software installation is required only on Windows operating system until 
a Macintosh version is created.
3. CPU: Pentium 2, 500 mega Hz
4. Memory: 128 mega bytes memory
5. HDD: lgiga bytes
6. Monitor: 15 inch
7. Windows 98 operating system
8. A Headset and microphone
Once the participants signed the consent letter, I gave them an introduction about 
test procedures. They then took the test and filled out a survey for the test revision. They 
were also interviewed and their responses were audio-taped.
Most of all, all the participants expressed their satisfaction with the topics and 
content relevancy to their real life in academic settings and the quality of test design and 
delivery format. However, some of them pointed out lack of computer familiarity or the 
technical difficulties of the sound record functions because it could be one of the most 
important factors to affect examinees’ performances negatively. Some important 
feedback was gathered from them were:
1. The need to create a tutorial for using the sound recorder: All the participants 
had technical difficulties while using the sound recorder and asked detailed 
information about it or instruction before the test started.
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2. The need to divide the introduction into two pages due to the amount of texts 
on the screen; Some participants pointed out that there was too much text on 
the introduction screen and they favored it to be divided into two screens.
3. The need to make the sound recorder bigger and make the record button 
outstanding in order to get examinees’ attention; Some participants also 
pointed out that the sound recorder was a little small so that it was hard to 
recognize the record function. They also wanted to have the record button in 
distinctive red color.
4. The need to remind examinees to click the record button on the sound 
recorder: I noticed that they frequently forgot to click the record button to 
save their responses.
One participant withdrew her participation during the test because of high test 
anxiety, but she provided rich feedback on the test design and test administration 
procedures. All the feedback and findings from the pilot test were reflected into the test 
spec version 1.5 and the TALE software version 1.5. But the suggestion about the color 
of the record button should be noted for the future revision.
Test Specs
Table 32 shows the revision points reflected in the spec version 1.5. One of the 
most important updates was the tutorial at the beginning of the test. The tutorial was 
added to minimize the technical difficulties of the functions of the sound recorder. See 
the test spec in Appendix F.
Table 32
Content o f Test Spec Version 1.5 for Main Test
_________________________________________Spec evolution_________________________________________
1. Tutorial for the sound recorder was added to the program
2. Divided the instruction page into two pages to reduce text amount in one screen
3. Inserted a warning as “Please click the record button to start your answer” into every questions as a 
reminder for recording.
4. Rater training material was added, (rater training was from 5:30pm to 7pm, Tuesday 11/15 )
5. Post survey was revised.
6. Technology drove some changes of transcripts and procedures such as recording function and 
navigation using next button.
(icontinues)
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Table 32 (continued)
________________________________________ Spec evolution_______________________________________
7. Tutorial for the sound recorder was added to the program
8. Divided the instruction page into two pages to reduce text amount in one screen
9. Inserted a warning as “Please click the record button to start your answer” into every questions as a 
reminder for recording.
10. Rater training material was added, (rater training was from 5:30pm to 7pm, Tuesday 11/15 )
11. Post survey was revised.
12. Technology drove some changes of transcripts and procedures such as recording function and 
navigation using next button.
13. Simplified audio and video file uses
14. Scoring rubric was added.
15. Scoring Rubric: removed “interactiveness” from the rubric.
16. Functions for each question were specified.__________________________________________________
Test Software Revision and Installation at Testing Places
Based on the spec version 1.5,1 upgraded the test software to version 1.5. In the 
revision, the tutorial was placed at the beginning of the test so that examinees practiced 
the functions of the sound recorder. Examinees practiced the three functions of the 
recorder: recording, rewinding, and stopping. See the test sample interface design for the 
TALE test version 1.5 in Appendix H.
The software was delivered to the server administrators of the FLB technical 
support team to be tested and installed on the computers at G27 and G52 computer labs in 
FLB. Once the software installation was approved, they installed it on twenty-five 
computers at G27 and on sixteen computers at G52. The specification of the computers 
at the testing places is as follows.
1. Dell OptiPlex GX270
2. CPU: Pentium 4, 1.2 giga Hz,
3. Memory: 512 mega-bytes memory,
4. HDD: 40 giga-bytes
5. 17 inch flat panel monitor
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6. Windows 2000 PC
7. A Headphone and Microphone
Main Test
Based on the findings and feedback from the pilot test, I reinforced the following 
points into the test administration procedures:
1. Detailed Introductions About the Test
Before examinees started the test, I orally provided detailed instructions about the 
test and procedures with the handout shown in Table 33. In particular, I explained about 
the preparation and response time. During the preparation time, the examinees must wait 
one minute and produce at least one minute speech sample during the response time. For 
the remaining time of the given response time, they were advised to wait until the 
recorder was turned off.
2. Detailed Instruction About the Use o f the Sound Recorder
When the examinees practiced the functions of the sound recorder on the tutorial, 
I orally trained them with detailed instructions about the recorder. In particular, a 
warning about the rewind button was given to the examinees because it would erase the 
examinees’ latest response for the task they engaged in.
3. Detailed Description About Score Reporting
Detailed information about the score report was provided to the examinees 
because the results of the needs analysis showed that they were eager to receive experts’ 
feedback on the strengths and weaknesses on their speaking ability so that it could be 
improved.
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4. Double-Checking on the Headset and Microphone
Before the test was started, examinees were asked to double-check the headset 
and microphone so as not to lose their response during the test. This was added because 
the data from the first participant were lost due to a broken microphone.
5. Reminding Examinees o f Clicking the Record Button During the Test
I supervised the examinees during the test to make sure they clicked the record 
button to save their speech.
6. Use o f Scratch Paper During the Test
Scratch paper was allowed for the examinees to prepare and organize their speech 
or take notes while watching the video clips. The scratch paper was the back of the 
survey.
7. No Use o f English Dictionary During the Test
The examinees were not allowed to use an English dictionary during the test. In 
fact, they did not have much time to do that.
8. Restriction o f the Number o f Examinees Per Test Slot
The number of examinees per test slot was restricted to four in order to reduce 
environmental noise, based on the needs analysis result. Table 49 in Results chapter 
shows that 22.8% of the total participants (8 out of 35) were bothered by noise at testing 
places while taking the SPEAK.
For the test administration, the testing places were reserved through the FLB 
technical support website for the date from November 9, 2005 to December 7, 2005.
When the examinees arrived at the testing places, they were given consent letters 
for their agreement with taking the test and participating in the survey and interview, and
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for being used by the researcher. The examinees were provided the handouts shown in 
Table 33 about test procedures before they started the test. The test was administered for 
about fifty minutes and once they started the test, they were not allowed to leave the 
testing place unless they decided to withdraw their participation. The test was 
administered following the procedures illustrated in Figure 5.
Table 33
Examinee Handout fo r  Test Administration Procedure o f the TALE Test
Directions for the TALE test
Please read the following directions carefully.
1. Login the computer with your “NetID” and “Password”.
2. Wear the headset and test microphone.
3. If you have any problem, please raise your hand.
4. To open the TALE test, follow the path: “Start” -> Programs -> TALE_V1
5. Check your microphone and headset using “Tutorial”.
6. When you login the TALE test,
NetID: uiuc
Password: uiuc
7. When you finish the test, you are asked to fill out a survey and participate in an interview.
8. For the survey, please visit the TALE interface design evaluation site at
http://www.jungtaekim.com/TALE/tutorial.htm
9. If you like to participate in the interview, please notify to Jung Tae.
You will receive your score and helpful feedback in two weeks at the TALE website:
http://moodles.ed.uiuc.edu/ -> Courses English Speaking Training
If you have any questions or suggestions, feel free to contact Jung Tae at jtkiml @uiuc.edu.
Thank you very much.
Rater Training
I trained four raters for two hours on November 15, 2006. In the training, the 
raters were trained with regard to the following issues:
1. An introduction to the test with test purpose and mandates, test structure, and 
test interface design,
2. The scoring rubric for the TALE test and benchmark development with 
speech samples according to the proficiency levels on the rubric,
3. Rater calibration and rating procedures.
4. Some rating rules such as avoiding fatigue, rating blindness issue, order effect,
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5. Some potential rating problems and policy making process, and
6. Test score report.
See the rater training sheet for detailed information in Appendix G.
Rating
Four raters consisted of two current SPEAK raters, one former ESL 504 teacher, 
and one pronunciation teacher at the IEI. Rating for the main test was done from 
November, 2005 through December, 2005. The four raters were asked to grade all the 
examinees’ response following a fully crossed random design model because design 
model provides statistical analysis flexibility to the researcher (Shavelson and Webb, 
1991). The raters submitted one rating sheet for each examinee. The information on the 
rating sheet contained a holistic score and general comments on the test, and an 
independent score and comments for each task. They used the scoring rubric shown in 
the spec version 1.5.
Score Report
I reported test scores and feedback to the examinees via UIUC school email 
system. Four raters provided the examinees with an average holistic score and general 
comments on salient strengths and weaknesses in their speaking ability. Four raters also 
provided sub-scores for function and holistic scores for each task. The score report was 
originally supposed to use a course management site provided by the college of 
Education. However, due to convenience of the email system, the score report was done 
by email. The use of email score report is not acceptable in a high-stakes test situation 
because of confidentiality.
105
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Goal Achievement
Goal achievement was evaluated at the end of this phase. I found all the four 
goals stated at the beginning of this phase were successfully achieved. Although I lost 
four sets of data due to technical difficulties, I collected the remaining thirty-nine speech 
responses from the main test.
Validity arguments in this phase were collected and updated into the Table 34. 
The validity arguments concerned the validity of planning and administering the test. All 
the evidence was gathered in the process of removing the ambiguity we could face during 
the test administration.
Table 34
Implementation and Validation Implications o f Test Purpose
Purpose of Validity Implementation Validation
the TALE test considerations Decisions decisions
Validity Arguments
Inference:
Tasks and the test Construct-irrelevant Test procedure was Verify the plans and
delivery form were variance must be strictly planned and was inspection process,
designed to elicit ratable controlled in advance of inspected in advance the 
speech sample from the implementation. test administration,
examinees.
Use:
1. Enhancing validity 
of the test with 
regard to test 
administration.
Test administration 1. Some 
must be fair to the reinforcements
all examinees with were applied to the
aims o f minimizing test administration
construct-irrelevant procedure,
variance.
1. Verify validity of 
the reinforcement.
2. Enhancing validity 
of the test with 
regard to score 
report.




2. Rich feedback was 





perception of the 




Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 34 (continued)
Purpose of Validity Implementation Validation
the TALE test___________ considerations_____________ Decisions_______________ decisions
Impact:
Providing the 1. Obtaining valid 1. All the decision 1. All the validation
examinee with test development making should be decisions should
relevant and process from the done through be based on the
authentic tasks beginning of the interacting with consideration of
better than the test development: several test purpose and
SPEAK test Validity front- stakeholders, stakeholders’
loaded. especially, test- benefit as well as
takers. theoretical
considerations.
2. Responding to test- This validation
takers’ needs at decision making
this phase could process could
show a new show a new
language test validation study





The goals of this phase were as follows:
1. To evaluate quality of the tasks, test interface design and test administration 
procedures,
2. To inspect the test development process in terms of ethics, and
3. To wrap-up the validity arguments evolution.
Input and Outcomes 
The input for the evaluation phase was:
1. The test spec version 1.5,
2. The TALE test software version 1.5,
3. My observation notes on the test administration,
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4. Post test survey and interview questions,
5. The validity argument table from the implementation phase.
The outcomes from this phase were:
1. The results of post test survey and interviews,
2. Evaluation of the ethical test development and administration,
3. Revision points from the survey and interviews, and
4. The ‘Usefulness analysis table’ (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).
Main Activities
Main activities in this phase were:
1. To conduct the post test survey,
2. To execute the post test interviews,
3. To evaluate the entire test development practice and test administration,
4. To wrap up the validity argument evolution with Bachman and Palmer’s
(1996) Usefulness analysis table.
Post Test Survey and Interviews
When the examinees finished the test, they were asked to fill out the post test 
survey and then ten volunteers from the same participants were interviewed. These were 
to examine the test validity in terms of the validity argument evidence assembled through 
the entire test development process. The evidence indicates that the purpose of the test is 
congruent with its use in a local academic context, test-takers’ perceptions of the 
achievement of our intents on test design considerations. The results of the survey and 
interviews were reflected into the revision points below. See the survey analysis results 
in Results chapter.
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Revision Points
First of all, the test-takers provided the following positive feedback through the 
survey and interviews:
1. Content was greatly pertinent to TAs' real life at UIUC, but for someone who 
does not have TA experience at American colleges or who arrived at an 
American college recently, some education to prepare for the test was needed;
2. Tasks consisting of text, examples, and audio-visual supports were highly 
authentic in measuring their speaking ability;
3. Sufficient preparation and response time made examinees comfortable;
4. The computer-delivered form of the test was appropriate for mass 
administration of the test if the test is simultaneously administered to a 
number of test-takers and authentic in the examinees' real life; and
5. Manual control of the sound recorder was desired instead of an automatically 
controlled one.
Based on the results of the survey, interviews, and my observation notes on the 
test administration, the following revision points were constructed. These points will be 
reflected into the next test spec and the test software. Both of them will be developed in 
the future. The revision points are:
1. A large size item bank is needed for test security;
2. Updating tasks should be easy for item writers and we need many item writers 
from several majors;
3. Constructing test sets should be easy for testers. It is not appropriate that 
Visual Basic technology is applied to test set construction because it requires 
high computer experience. Hence, it is necessary that testers use a graphic 
interface using web-based database technologies to create test sets;
4. For test administration, an independent server which supports web-based 
database technologies is needed to save and retrieve examinees’ responses; 
and
5. In the end, a standard setting process is needed to make the test an alternative 
to the SPEAK if possible.
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Evaluation o f the Test Development 
Process and Test Administration
It is necessary for language testers to evaluate their approaches and behaviors in 
test development and administration with regard to ethics in language testing. First of all, 
all the test development processes were carried out strictly following the human subjects 
approval process in this study. I provided detailed information to the test takers and all of 
them voluntarily participated in the test development and administration with their 
agreement by signing the consent letter. They could withdraw their participation during 
the test development and administration following the human subjects protection 
regulation. In fact, one participant in the development team and one participant in the 
pilot test withdrew their participations at their will. In addition, all the test development 
processes in this study did follow the code of ethics of the International Language Testing 
Association (2001).
Goal Achievement
The first goal of this phase was achieved by the results of the post test surveys and 
interviews, which evaluated test validity and quality of task and interface design referring 
to the positive feedback from the examinees above. The test development process was 
ethically carried out following the IRB regulations. In the end, the third goal was 
achieved by constructing the ‘Usefulness analysis table’ below.
Validity Argument
The ‘Usefulness analysis table’ (Bachman & Palmer, 1996) was constructed 
based on the validity argument evidence gathered through the entire test development 
process.
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Table 35
Usefulness Analysis fo r  the TALE Test
Quality Positive attributes Negative attributes
Reliability 1. All the tasks, test design, and test 
conditions were designed to elicit 
only the speaking skills we intended 
to measure.
1. Discussing reliability only with one 
time filed test may be premature.
2. Pilot and field test forms were the 
same without a minor modification 
based on test-takers’ feedback.
2. Reinforcement of more test sets must 
be done and its long-term reliability 
study is necessary.
Construct 1. The constructs were defined through 
validity the needs analysis with test-takers
through discussions in the team so 
that all the tasks were developed 
based on the criteria the team 
prepared.
There may be some mismatch in 
perceiving the constructs between 
teachers and test-takers.
2. All the tasks and the three contexts 
were designed to follow the theme of 
a TA’s daily routine in college-level 
academic settings.
2. The rater training was a little short so 
that it might affect test results and its 
interrater reliability.
3. Fully crossed rating of the four raters 
facilitated our understanding of 
interrater reliability.
3. The fully crossed rating cost a lot.
4. The results of the post test evaluation 
show test-takers’ great preference on 
the theme, topics, and the web-based 
test delivery form.
Authenticity 1. Authenticity in the tasks was front- 
load as well as front-loaded expertise 
o f the team in language test 
development.
1. It was possible that the unfamiliarity 
of the inexperienced test-takers with 
American academic settings may 
lower authenticity.
2. Test-takers’ participation enhanced 
the authenticity in the tasks. The 
outcomes of statistical analyses show 
that there were differences among the 
contributors to tasks and context 
construction in the team.
{table continues)
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Table 35 (continued)
Quality Positive attributes Negative attributes
Interactive 1. Most of examinees well interacted 
-ness with the topics and language domain
of this test.
1. Some examinees assert more general 
topics and variety of language 
domains.
2. Most of examinees well interacted 
with the web-based test delivery form.
Computer familiarity was an 
important factor for the examinees to 
produce their speech samples. We 
lost four data because of examinees’ 
mistakes.
3. There was no study about examinees’ 
problem solving strategies in this 
study.
4. Some examinees want to have 
interviewers.
Impact 1. The TALE test provides test-takers 1.
whose English proficiency is at the 
border-line of the cut-score with more 
positive perceptions of high topic 
congruence.
2. The innovation of iBT in the TALE 2.
test could provide a good model of 
test development and test 
administration framework.
There is no standard setting on the 
cut-score for the TALE test yet.
This sort of test delivery innovation 
cost extra budget.
Practicality 1. It is easy to install The TALE test 1. 
software at any computer labs.
2. The TALE test could be distributed to 2. 
colleges with low price.
Budget for further revisions and 
improvement are needed.
Four raters are not cost efficient so the 
rating system should be adjust to the 
UIUC policy requiring two raters per 
one examinee.
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CHAPTER FIVE 
RESULTS
This chapter reports the results of the data analyses to answer the following three 
research questions. In each section of the questions, the results of preliminary data 
analysis of the participants are presented and then selected qualitative or quantitative 
analyses are followed. For the first research question, content analysis was carried out 
with the reverse-engineered test specs of the SPEAK. The results of the content analysis 
of the TALE test were used to align with the results of the needs analysis on the SPEAK 
with regard to the design consideration factors that the test development team chose 
through the discussions in the test development.
For the second research question, the group dynamics study with two audits in the 
audited spec-driven testing framework was carried out to validate the test development 
process by examining the team members’ contributions to the task construction and test 
condition determinations. The contributions were investigated by observing the 
members’ roles in their interactions and power relations in the consensus and discussions 
to make important decisions on test design and validation considerations in the test 
development.
In the end, for the third research question, a series of validation studies with the 
test results from the main test were carried out with the following statistical tools to 
investigate test-takers’ contributions to quality test product: Generalizability-theory using 
a Generalized Analysis of Variance System (GENOVA), version 3.1; repeated-measures 
ANOVA using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 11.5 for 
Windows; and Many-Facet Rasch Measurement using MINIFAC, a FACET Student
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version 3.20. As a wrap-up, validity arguments gathered through the test development 
process and test administration were summarized using Chapelle’s (2001) ‘Validation 
argument tables’ and Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) ‘Usefulness analysis table’.
Research Question 1
1. How can the content analyses of the SPEAK and the needs analyses be used to 
help guide the test development process?
2. To what degree are the needs analysis results reflected in the TALE test?
To answer these research questions, the data analyses with the following methods 
were carried out: reverse-engineering of the SPEAK test specs and content analysis with 
the specs, and alignment of the needs analysis results with their reflection into the TALE 
test. The data were collected at the first phase in the test development process.
Research Question 1-1
How can the content analyses of the SPEAK and the needs analyses be used to
help guide the test development process?
Content Analysis o f the SPEAK
One of the needs analysis methods was the content analysis of tasks of the 
SPEAK by examining reverse-engineered specs. Davidson and Lynch (2002) pointed out 
that “content validity is the degree to which a test measures what it purports to measure 
with a focus on the adequacy of its sampling from the domain of content” (p. 11). 
Davidson and Lynch (2002) also defined “reverse-engineering as the creation of test spec 
from representative test items or tasks” (p. 41). This is a way of content validation 
processes to examine whether testers’ intents represented in the test specs which provide 
the purpose of a test item or task or the language skills being tested are accomplished or
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not. In the process, the reverse-engineered test specs of the sample SPEAK played an 
important role in revealing the details about the purpose of the test, a set of language 
skills or constructs, test format, expected responses, sample item, and other information.
The reverse-engineering of twelve tasks of the SPEAK was done to elicit the 
feature elements from the detailed descriptions in the specs. These elements include 
General Description or GD, Prompt Attribute or PA, Response Attribute or RA, Sample 
Item or SI, and Spec Supplements following Popham’s spec form (See Davidson & 
Lynch, 2002, p. 14). The sample SPEAK tasks were taken from the Educational Testing 
Service (http://www.ets.org). Two representative samples were selected as the examples 
of the reverse-engineering: Task 2 (a map direction) and Task 4 (a picture story). Using 
the content analysis format in Test development chapter, the following content features 
were investigated: topic, context, key words, requested functions, DOK (Depth-Of- 
Knowledge) level, input source, speech type, visual aid, context setting-up, number of 
tasks, specific tasks, reinforcement, and supplement. In the end, a summary content 
analysis table for the entire twelve tasks is presented in Table 38.
Figure 6 presents the reverse-engineered spec for Task 2 and Table 36 shows its 
content analysis summary. The task is a map direction question asking examinees to give 
directions to the visitors, the examinee’s colleagues. The content analysis produced the 
following findings:
First, the GD holds detailed descriptions of the speaking skills or constructs being 
tested. The GD played the most important roles in our content analyses in that the GD 
provides most of the information stated in the content analysis table such as the category, 
topic, context, function, DOK level, input source, speech type, and visual aid.
115
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
The results of the first content analysis indicate that the purpose of the task was 
designed to measure examinees’ English proficiency using the general description skills 
with the context shown on a map of a neighboring town. Considering the use of the 
SPEAK as a ITA speaking test at American colleges, the purpose and the use of some 
tasks of the test turned out to be mismatched so as to lower content validity of the task in 
the certain context (Fulcher, 2003).
Second, the PA shows a detailed description of the given task that examinees 
should face. The results of the content analysis indicate that the PA played an important 
role in providing the topic, context, input source, preparation time, the number of tasks, 
directions, and specific tasks. These elements provide the evidence of the mismatch 
between the purpose and the use in the setting. The PA also revealed the degree of task 
difficulty for the task.
Third, the RA is the detailed description about testers’ or raters’ expectations on 
the examinee’s responding behaviors. The results of the analysis pointed out that the RA 
supplied the topic, function, speech type and response time. These elements also 
evidence the mismatch and the degree of task difficulty.
Fourth, the SI is a representative task or item derived from the specification and 
provides the illustrative information for item writers to generate items or tasks in concert 
with the spec. Figure 6 addresses that the SI encompasses all the elements of the content 
analysis summary. This spec component is central in providing most of the information 
we sought for with a concrete example.
Finally, the SS holds any additional information for item or task development 
based on the spec, but the content analysis was not concerned in this study.
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Note that the findings of the content features from the spec analysis in the 
summary table can vary depending on the degree of specificity of the test spec. This 
analysis had been done based on the researcher’s subjective decisions.
117
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
General Description (GD):
The test is an audio-tape delivered semi-direct oral test. As an important feature of the test delivery 
form, there is no interviewer or interlocutor. Examinees are asked to listen to a narrator’s reading of the 
text provided in the sample item below. This task of the SPEAK test is designed to assess examinee’s 
description or explanation skill as an important general speaking ability. In the previous task, examinee 
was asked to study a map below which is of a neighboring town that you have suggested their colleagues 
visit and prepare his/her response for thirty seconds. In this task, with the previous task in mind, the 
examinee is asked to give directions to a place where their colleagues visit to the visitors. Examinees 
should produce a ratable speech sample in the given time when he/she are told to begin.
Prompt Attribute (PA):
The prompt of this task consists of two parts: a short instruction and a question. Detailed instructions 
provide some information to set up the context shown on the map, prepare their responses, and wait until 
he/she is told to begin to speak. They are given 30 seconds, but for this task, these instructions were 
given in the previous task. In this task, a short context setting is provided and followed by a short 
sentence directing the examinee to give directions to his/her colleagues from a place to a certain place 
where they want to visit.
Response Attribute (RA):
Examinee is expected to respond to the prompt by giving directions from a place to another place as 
much as he/she can in 30 seconds. When he/she is told to do, they begin to speaking to the microphone. 
The response should be a ratable speech sample in that they are responsible for clear and audible 
pronunciation.
Sample Item (SI):
Imagine that we are colleagues. The map below is of a neighboring town that you have suggested I visit. 
You will have 30 seconds to study the map. Then, I’ll ask you some questions about it.















Figure 6. Reverse-engineering of task 2: map directions.
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Table 36
Content Analysis o f Task 2: Map Directions
Elements Content analysis results
Category Map directions
Topic Directions to a place from a certain place
Context A neighboring town on the map
Key words Movie, directions, bus station, movie theater
Function Description
DOK level Description, Level 1
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid A map
Preparation time 0 second
Response time 30 seconds
Number of tasks One
Context setting-up In the previous task:
Imagine that we are colleagues. The map below is o f a neighboring town that you 
have suggested I visit.
In this task: I’d like to see a movie.
Directions None
Specific tasks Please give me directions from the bus stations to the movie theater. (30 seconds)
Reinforcement None
Supplement None
Figure 7 and 37 represents the reverse-engineered spec for Task 4 and its content 
analysis summary. The task is a storytelling with the six cartoons. Likewise the analysis 
results above, the GD and PA hold detailed descriptions about the most components in 
the content analysis summary table while the SI represents a sample task implicitly 
presenting all the elements of the content analysis.
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GD (General Description): Picture Story
The test is an audio-tape delivered semi-direct oral test. As an important feature of the test delivery form, 
there is no interviewer or interlocutor. Examinees are asked to listen to a narrator’s reading of the text 
provided in the sample item below. This task of the SPEAK test is designed to assess examinee’s 
description skill as an important general speaking ability. Examinee is asked to study six pictures below 
and prepare his/her response for one minute. He/she is asked to make a story with the 6 pictures to produce 
a ratable speech sample when he/she are told to begin.
Prompt Attribute (PA):
The cartoons represent one example of people’s real life. That is, an episode which could happen in 
people’s daily life. The prompt of this task consists of two parts: a short instruction and a question. The 
instruction provides some information to guide the examinee to study the pictures, prepare their responses, 
and wait until he/she is told to begin speaking. They are given one minute. The question is a short 
sentence having the examinee start describing a story about the pictures (e.g., tell me the story that the 
pictures show). Each cut of the cartoon must be informative for examinees to produce some ratable speech 
sample and did not overlap each other.
Response Attribute (RA):
Examinee is expected to respond to the prompt as much as he/she can in 60 seconds. When he/she is told 
to do, they begin to speaking to the microphone. The response should be a ratable speech sample in that 
they are responsible for clear and audible pronunciation.
Sample Item (SI):
Please look at the 6 pictures below. I’d like you to tell me the story that the pictures show, starting with 
picture number 1 and going through picture number 6. Please take 1 minute to look at the pictures and think 
about the story. Do not begin the story until I tell you to do so.







Figure 7. Reverse-engineering of task 4: picture story.
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Table 37
Content Analysis o f Task 4: Picture Story
Elements Content analysis results
Category Picture story
Topic A wet paint notice and an incident at a park
Context A park and a dry cleaners
Key words Not given as texts. Test-takers must extract clues by looking at the given pictures.
Function Description
DOK level Level 1 (Recalling)
Input source Audio-clip, text prompt
Speech type Monologue
Visual aid Picture
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time 1 minute
# of tasks One
Context setting-up None
Directions Please look at the 6 pictures below. I'd like you to tell me the story that the 
pictures show, starting with picture number 1 and going through picture number 6. 
Please take 1 minute to look at the pictures and think about the story. Do not begin 
the story until I tell you to do so.
Specific tasks Tell me the story that the pictures show. (60 seconds)
Reinforcement None
Supplement None
Based on the preliminary analysis, the results of the detailed content analysis are 
reported in Tables 38 and 39 followed by the discussions about content validity of the 
tasks of the SPEAK. Analyzing the reverse-engineered specs above, the content analysis 
was carried out to explore content validity of the tasks of the speaking test in the 
academic context. The components in the table were the same as those for the TALE test
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in the previous chapter. The following elements -  i.e., topics, context, functions, 
preparation and response time - were extracted from the test specs and their content 
analysis summaries, but the relevance of topics, context, and language functions to the 
three academic contexts (i.e., the classroom, the TA office, and the TA meeting) was 
evaluated with three scales of high, mid, and low. DOK levels show the index of task 
difficulty in terms of test-takers’ cognitive load while problem-solving of the tasks and 
the task difficulty concerns demonstrates some candidate factors enhancing the difficulty 
of each task. Note that the following results were collected from the content analysis of 
the reverse-engineered test specs of the SPEAK test and the analysis was carried out by 
the researcher. The analysis was based on the researcher’s expert judgment which was 
the reflection of the distinction between the researcher’s belief and the findings. For 
more details about the distinction, see Chapter six.
First, the information of topics, context, and language functions collected through 
the content analyses above provides the evidence for our judgment on content validity 
regarding the purpose and use of the SPEAK tasks. The results of the content analysis 
indicate that the original purpose of the test was to measure examinees’ general English 
proficiency in general use, but in a local context in academic settings such as the 
classroom, the TA meeting, and the TA office context, the use of the test was turned out 
to be not perfectly matched with the purpose and objectives of the test.
Second, the DOK levels were judged for each task based on the information of the 
test specs and the content analysis. In particular, the language functions and the number 
of tasks played important roles in deciding the DOK levels. The results of the DOK level 
judgment found that most of the tasks (i.e., Tasks 1, 2, 3 ,4 ,9 , and 10) were evaluated as
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Level 1 -“Recalling”; three tasks (i.e., Tasks 6, 7, and 11) as Level 2 - “Skills and 
Concepts”; and two tasks (i.e., Tasks 5, and 8) as Level 3 - “Strategic Thinking.” For 
example, Task 1 was aligned with the DOK level 1 - “Recalling” because the language 
functions of the task requires test-takers’ cognitive load as recalling a fact including 
“describing” as a simple memorization of directions. Task 7 was aligned with the DOK 
level 2 - “Skills and concepts” due to the functions of the task: comparing or discussing 
about advantages or disadvantages of two factors. The task demands more than one-step 
cognitive development involving ‘comparing and classifying information’ listed in the 
DOK Level 2. Finally, Task 8 was determined as the only DOK level 3 - “Strategic 
thinking” due to the language function of reasoning using evidence given from the 
prompt. The task is about “pros and cons.” The task asks examinees to involve high 
cognitive demands on the problem-solving process.
Third, the results of the content analysis for topic relevance for each task indicate 
that the topics of Tasks 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5, and 6 rarely occur in the three academic settings, but 
the topic relevance of Tasks 7, 8, 10, and 11 were ranked as high in the academic 
contexts. The tasks show the relevance as “High” for the Liberal Arts and Social Science 
while “Low” for the Engineering fields. For example, the topics of Tasks 1 through 3 (a 
map related questions) or Tasks 4 and 5 (a storytelling with pictures) occur in low 
frequency in the academic contexts, but the topics of Task 7 (comparing advantages and 
disadvantages of matters) and Task 8 (pros and cons) frequently occur in the LAS fields 
whereas it is difficult to find the topics of Tasks 7 and 8 in the Engineering fields. Task 9 
(Defining a term) is an essential topic for the TAs in all disciplinary fields. The topic
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relevance of Task 12 varies depending on the contexts. If the topic is about a conference 
trip, it could be necessary for all the areas.
Fourth, the results of the context relevance analysis indicate that the contexts of 
seven tasks (i.e., Tasks 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 12) show no relation with the academic 
context. For example, a map or a park is not usually shown in an academic setting. But 
the content analysis criterion was applied as a general sense so that these contexts may be 
presented in some LAS fields such as Landscape and Park management study. Task 7 
was turned out to be decontextualized, and the contexts for Tasks 9, 10, and 11 were 
evaluated as “High” relevance. The context of Task 12 was aligned with “High” for the 
LAS, but “Low” for the Engineering fields because the topic of the task, a trip of the 
forest city historical society, is not appropriate for the Engineering major.
Fifth, most of the language functions are highly related to the academic settings. 
The functions of describing, explaining, reasoning, discussing, and presenting (i.e., Tasks 
1 through 5, and 9 though 12) are frequently observed in the classroom, TA office, and 
TA meeting. The language functions of “persuading or favoring” in Task 6, “reasoning 
or discussing about advantages and disadvantages and pros and cons” in Tasks 7 and 8 
are marked as ‘mid’ because they are rarely observed in the classroom of Engineering 
fields, but sometimes observed in the TA office and TA meeting context of the field. 
These language functions are popular in the three academic settings in LAS fields.
Sixth, task difficulty concerns for each task indicate that some potential factors 
could increase test-takers’ perceptions of task complexity and difficulty such that zero 
preparation time makes tasks difficult for Tasks 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, and a short 
response time for Tasks 1, 2, and 5 could be concerned. At the needs analysis survey and
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interviews, some examinees expressed their fears concerning incomplete answers leading 
to low their test scores because of the short response time.
Seventh, test-taker topic familiarity is one of the task difficulty concerns for Tasks 
2,4, 5, 10, and 12 and the demand of prompt knowledge and ideas for Tasks 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 
9, and 11. Although the examinees are eligible to pass the SPEAK with their English 
speaking proficiency, lack of their topic familiarity, prompt knowledge, and ideas could 
cause the ‘fail’ of the test.
Eighth, some decontextualized tasks from the given visual aids could increase the 
task difficulty for Tasks 3 and 7. For Task 3, the topic was ‘your favorite movie’ after 
test-takers were led to the movie theater on the map, but it is not enough for the test- 
takers to activate their memory or knowledge about a movie. In the same sense, Task 7 
asks the test-takers to compare or discuss the advantages or disadvantages of TV and 
news papers. This task requires the test-takers’ heavy cognitive loads without sufficient 
information about the media. Although the tasks are given in certain contexts, the test- 
takers may feel that they left the contexts. Some test-takers commented on this problem 
at the needs analysis survey and interviews as they needed some clues in the given 
contexts to activate their schema knowledge or ideas.
In sum, the content analysis results pointed out that there was a mismatch between 
the purpose and the use of the test to lower content validity of the use of the SPEAK in 
academic settings. More than half of the tasks of the SPEAK test show no relevance to 
the academic settings in aspects of the topic, context, and language functions and the 
remainders present the various adjustment depending on the several disciplinary fields.
In particular, some tasks were rarely authentic in the Engineering fields. It could be
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concluded that the relevance variance is connected to possible construct-irrelevant 
variance in a certain context for the examinee not to fully perform their English speaking 
capabilities for the test. Note that these task difficulty concerns should be regard as a 
composite term with regard to the task complexity (Brindley & Slatyer, 2002). The 
concerns were confounded to increase the task difficulty and the selected factors in Table 
38 are just parts of them.
Table 38
Summary Table fo r  Content Analysis o f a Sample SPEAK Test 1
Num DOK  Topic relevance to__________













































Level 1 Low Low Low
Describing Level 1 Low
Explaining Level 1 Low 
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Level 2 Low Low Low
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Table 38 (continued)
Num DOK Topic relevance to
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30 30 Text, a map Prompt ideas needed
0 30 Text, a map Topic familiarity
{table continues)
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3 Low High 0 60 Text Prompt ideas needed, 
decontextualized from the 
given map
4 Low High 60 60 Text, six 
cartoons
Topic familiarity
5 Low High 0 30 Text, six 
cartoons
Prompt ideas needed
6 Low High for 
LAS, but mid 
for
Engineering
0 45 Text, six 
cartoons
Topic familiarity
7 None High for 
LAS, but mid 
for
Engineering
0 60 Text Prompt ideas needed, 
decontexualized from the 
given cartoons
8 Low High for 
LAS, but mid 
for
Engineering
0 60 Text Prompt ideas needed, no 
visual aid
9 High High 0 60 Text Need prompt knowledge 
and ideas, no visual aid
10 High High 0 60 Text, a graph Topic familiarity
11 High High 0 45 Text, a graph Need prompt ideas




nS . . .
High 60 90 Text, a 
program
Topic familiarity
Note. Scale : High, Mid, Low / LAS = Liberal Arts and Social Science.
Research Question 1 -2  
To what degree are the needs analysis results reflected in the TALE test?
In this section, the results of the needs analysis survey and interviews are reported. 
The results summarized the major needs of the test-takers such as topics and content
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relevant to their life in academic settings, test-taker friendly testing environment and 
administration procedures such as face-to-face interview, sufficient preparation and 
response time, no requests of content knowledge and prompt ideas, and sufficient 
feedback in the score report, and frequent test administration per semester. Based on the 
results of the needs analysis, the test design consideration factors (i.e., topics, contexts, 
language functions, DOK levels, test conditions, etc.) were decided during the test 
development and aligned to the original findings.
Participants ’ Characteristics
Thirty-six graduate students enrolled in ESL 504 and 506 in summer 2005 at 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign participated in the survey and ten 
volunteers from the participants were interviewed after the survey. The demographic 
information of the participants is reported in this section.
The participants consisted of 15 males and 21 females. Table 39 and 40 show 
the distributions of the participants’ first languages. For first language backgrounds, 
the majority of them were native speakers of Chinese (52.8%, 19 out of 36) and 
Korean (27.8%, out of 36). The remainders were two Vietnamese, one Spanish, one 
Turkish, one Farsi, and two participants did not provide this information. For the 
academic disciplines, the vast majorities of participants were from the fields of the 
Science and Engineering (55.6%, 20 out of 36) as the top and the Liberal Arts and 
the Social Science (38.9%, 14 out of 36) as the second. The remaining two 
participants were from the Business and from Arts.
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Liberal Arts and Social Science 14 38.90
Business, Econ related 1 2.80
Science and Engineering 20 55.60
Arts 1 2.80
Total 36 100.00
Tables 41 and 42 show the information about the participants’ SPEAK taking 
experience and their previous test scores. 5.6% (2 out of 36) of the total participants did 
not take the test. 77.7% (28 out of 36) took the test one or two times. For their speaking 
ability, 58.3% of the participants (21 out of 36) fail the SPEAK and prepared for the test 
in the ESL 504 and 506 classes. These students were border liners whose scores were 
just below the cut-score which is 50 of 60 as the highest. 25% (9 out of 36) passed the 
test.
Table 41
Frequency o f Taking the SPEAK Test
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Table 42
Participants’ Reported SPEAK Test Scores





Not responded 6 16.70
Total__________________________36______________________________ 100.00______________
Tables 43 and 44 show the motivation of the participants to take or prepare for the 
SPEAK. The home departments of 69.4% (25 out of 36) participants require the SPEAK 
test scores for some reasons and the majority of participants (86.1%, 31 out of 36) had 
their motivation to take the test to be a TA at UIUC. Although the test is not a 
departmental requirement or TA purpose, the remainders (13.9%, 5 out of 36) intended to 
take the test simply to improve or assess their English speaking proficiency through the 








P a r t i c ip a n t s ’ P u r p o s e  o f  T a k in g  th e  S P E A K  T e s t  to  b e  a  TA





Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Scoring Rubric Construction Process
Table 45 presents the results of the participants’ rating on the candidate speaking 
skills in academic skills. Based on the scoring rubric of the SPEAK test (ETS, 2000), the 
eight speaking skills were selected by the test development team in order to select the 
speaking constructs for the test: fluency, pronunciation/accent/rhythm, grammar, 
organization of speech, vocabulary, appropriateness of language use, the structure of 
talk/tum-taking, and culture/situational/topical knowledge. In general, the participants 
placed the importance of organization on the top and fluency, both 
pronunciation/accent/rhythm, and appropriateness of language use on the second. On the 
other hand, they perceived cultural/situational/topic knowledge as the least importance 
comparing with other skills.
More specifically, for the organization of speech, 25% of the total participants (9 
out of 36) and 50% (18 out of 36) marked the importance as extremely important, and 
quite important.
For the pronunciation/accent/rhythm, 47.2% (17 out of 36) of the participants 
evaluated its importance as quite important; 16.7% (6 out of 36) as extremely important; 
25% (9 out of 36) as important.
For the fluency, most of the participants perceived its importance as 38.9% of the 
total participants (14 out of 36) marked as quite important; 25%(9 out of 36) as extremely 
important; 33.3% (12 out of 36) as important.
However, for the cultural/situational/topical knowledge skill, 27.8% (10 out of 
36) regarded the skill as less important than other skills. For grammar skill, 22.2% (8 out 
of 36) marked as not at all important or somewhat important.
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Some participants gave comments on the skills that should be tested for the
speaking test for ITAs. One comment on the importance of the fluency, pronunciation
and appropriate use of language was:
I think fluency and appropriate expression approach are important for TAs in the 
classroom. Pronunciation is important, too. I can’t understand one TA in one of 
my class because of his bad pronunciation and wrong expressions.
Another comment was on the organization of speech as follows:
In my opinion, a TA’s speech should be organized well more than fluency. Their 
unorganized explanations in the classroom or a lab session make us confused and 
really bother me.
Table 45
Participants’ Rating o f Candidate Speaking Skills in Academic Settings
Speaking skills








Fluency 0.0% (0) 2.8% (1) 33.3% (12) 38.9% (14) 25.0% (9) 36
Pronunciation / 
Accent /  Rhythm
0.0% (0) 11.1% (4) 25.0% (9) 47.2% (17) 16.7% (6) 36
Grammar 2.8% (1) 19.4% (7) 47.2% (17) 27.8% (10) 2.8% (1) 36
Organization of 
speech
2.8% (1) 2.8% (1) 19.4% (7) 50.0% (18) 25.0% (9) 36
Vocabulary 0.0% (0) 13.9% (5) 44.4% (16) 36.1% (13) 5.6% (2) 36
Appropriateness of 
language use
0.0% (0) 5.6% (2) 36.1% (13) 47.2% (17) 11.1% (4) 36
The structure of talk 
/  turn-taking
2.9% (1) 8.6% (3) 31.4% (11) 36.1% (13) 20.0% (7) 35
Cultural /  situational 
/topical knowledge
2.8% (1) 25.0% (9) 27.8% (10) 30.6% (11) 11.1% (4) 36
Note. (X) = frequency.
Based on the needs analysis survey in Table 45 and interviews quoted above 
about the speaking skills, the team selected the five composite speaking features in the 
scoring rubric stated in Table 46 below: fluency, functional competence, accuracy, 
coherence, and interactiveness. The reason that the team selected the five skills was that
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we would like to help the raters understand the scoring rubric with the five composite 
features. For example, the skill, accuracy encompasses pronunciation/accent/rhythm, 
grammar, vocabulary, and appropriateness of language use. The skill, coherence includes 
the organization of speech in the academic settings. The structure of talk/tum-taking and 
cultural/situational/topic knowledge were classified into the skill of interactiveness, but 
this skill was decided only to apply to two-way communication in the face-to-face form 
of the TALE test which will be developed by Y. R. Chung (2006). All the five skills 
listed in the scoring rubric were defined as the comprehensive features in college-level 
academic settings. The scales of our scoring rubric were decided as the same as the 
rating benchmark from the ETS (see ETS, 2001) in order to compare the test 
performances between the SPEAK and the TALE test without a scale conversion.
Table 46
Scoring Rubric o f the TALE Test 
Feature/
Score_________________________________________Descriptors___________________________________
Fluency Teaching assistants’ natural flowing speech including hesitation, repetition, re­
structuring inappropriate words and sentences in academic settings.
Functional The speaker’s ability to select functions to reasonably address the task and to select the
competence language needed to carry out the function.
Accuracy Teaching assistants’ appropriateness of pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary in
academic settings
Coherence Teaching assistants’ clear and logical organization of his/her utterances in academic
settings
Interactiveness Teaching assistants’ speech structure, its sequential organization and turn-taking rules,
sometimes including strategies in one-way or two-way communications in academic 
settings (for Face-to-Face Interview)
{table continues)
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60 Teaching assistants’ communicative competence is almost always effective in terms of 
fluency, functional competence, accuracy, and coherence of their speech in academic 
settings. They perform given tasks very competently.
50 Teaching assistants’ communicative competence is generally effective in terms of 
fluency, functional competence, accuracy, and coherence of their speech in academic 
settings. They perform given tasks competently.
40 Teaching assistants’ communicative competence is somewhat effective in terms of 
fluency, functional competence, accuracy, and coherence of their speech in academic 
settings. They perform given tasks somewhat competently.
30 Teaching assistants’ communicative competence is NOT generally effective in terms of 
fluency, functional competence, accuracy, and coherence of their speech in academic 
settings. They do NOT perform given tasks generally competently.
20 Teaching assistants’ communicative competence is extremely poor in terms of fluency, 
functional competence, accuracy, and coherence of their speech in academic settings. 
They can NOT perform given tasks at all.
In sum, the information collected from the needs analysis survey in Table 45 and 
interviews stated above played an important role in developing the scoring rubric for the 
TALE test. The analysis data also conveyed to the design and development stages. We 
will revisit this selection process of speaking skills in the Discussion and Conclusion 
section to reflect the results of the field test and rating.
Topic and Context Selection Process 
The results of the needs analysis survey shown in Table 47 are analogous to those 
of our previous content analysis above (See the summary table for content analyses of the 
SPEAK in Table 38). Most of the participants agreed that the mismatch existed between 
the original purpose of the test and the current use of the SPEAK at UIUC. That is, the 
topics and content of the test have been not appropriately used in the local academic 
context. In particular, the mismatch becomes heightened when tasks of the test required
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the test-takers’ content knowledge or ideas to solve the given tasks. As a participant’s
comments stated that:
Maybe having tests prepared according to the basic fields of knowledge such as 
engineering, arts, medical science. If the test is prepared to find a potential TA, 
he/she should be tested according to his/her familiar expressions in their fields. 
Get some topics that are close to students’ life. Questions should be more adapt 
to students life with more authentic situation.
Table 47
Content Relevance o f the SPEAK Test to Academic Settings
Content
Extremely
irrelevant Irrelevant Neutral Relevant
Extremely
relevant Total
Map 11.1% (4) 33.3% (12) 30.6% (11) 25% (9) 0.00%(0) 36
Picture Story 8.3% (3) 33.3% (12) 22.2% (8) 33.3% (12) 2.8% (1) 36
Graph 0.00%(0) 5.6% (2) 16.7% (6) 58.3% (21) 19.4% (7) 36
Announcement 0.00%(0) 8.3% (3) 27.8% (10) 44.4% (16) 19.4% (7) 36
Persuasion 0.00%(0) 11.1% (4) 27.8% (10) 38.9% (14) 22.2% (8) 36
Opinion 0.00%(0) 8.3% (3) 8.3% (3) 55.6% (20) 27.8% (10) 36
Defining a 
term
0.00%(0) 8.3% (3) 8.3% (3) 33.3% (12) 50% (18) 36
Pro & con 2.8% (1) 5.6% (2) 19.4% (7) 61.1% (22) 11.1% (4) 36
Note. (X) = frequency.
When they were asked about the relevance of topics of the speaking test in terms 
of communication effectiveness in academic settings, many of them pointed out that the 
map and picture story tasks are not relevant to academic settings. For the map related 
tasks, 44.4% (16 out of 36) of the total participants answered negatively for the use of the 
tasks in the academic settings. For the picture story tasks, 41.6% (15 out of 36) of them 
marked their evaluation on irrelevant or extremely irrelevant. As one participant who 
majors in Computer Science mentioned:
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In computer science, we don’t have to do anything with maps and pictures. We 
may announce, sometimes in the class. In CS, everything should be objective, not 
subjective. We don’t need to explain my opinion.
Some other participants also gave comments on this as:
Map and picture story are not the stuff we are going to show in the class of 
Biophysics. Map and picture are more likely happen in the usual life instead of 
academic environment. Picture story is irrelevant of academic setting. They are 
usually stories in our life.
The remaining topics (i.e., graph, announcement, persuasion, opinion, defining a
term, and pro and con) were evaluated as frequently occurred in the communications in
the academic settings. For the graph tasks, 77.7% (28 out of 36) of the total participants
agreed with the relevance of their topics, while 5.6% (2 out of 36) showed their
objections of the use of these sorts of tasks in the academic settings. One of the
participants worried about the misfit of the topic of the graph question such that:
I agree with the graph type questions, but if the topic is not related to our student 
life at a college, in my opinion, it will make the test really really difficult. When I 
saw the question, ‘World population living in a city’, I never faced this type topic 
in my field, Electrical Engineering.
For the announcement, 63.8% (23 out of 36) showed their preference in the
academic settings, but 8.3% (3 out of 36) disagreed with the use. As one participant in
the field of Engineering stated:
We don’t need to make announcement in our research.
For the persuasion tasks, 61.1% (22 out of 36) marked their perception on
relevant or extremely relevant, whereas 11.1 % (4 out of 36) showed their disagreement
with the use of the tasks in the academic settings. A participant pointed out that:
Too artificial, especially persuasion question. I remember that I had a hard time to 
come up with reasons to persuade rather than speaking problem.
Another participant’s comment was that:
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Avoid questions that require some specific knowledge or opinion asking questions. 
Do we really need to persuade our students when we lecture?
For the opinion and defining a term tasks, each 83.4% (30 out of 36) positively
answered, but each 8.3% (3 out of 36) negatively answered for the use of the tasks in the
academic settings. Some Engineering major participants expressed some negative
comments on the opinion related tasks as:
When you’re teaching you talk about something related to your study area. I don’t 
believe the questions asked in the exam measures my ability in teaching. And you 
don’t have time to think about the answers and organize your idea. My major is 
Digital Signal Processing. I don’t think that I need to explain how to get to some 
where in academic discussion frequently.
In the end, for the ‘Pros and Cons’ tasks, 72.2% (26 out of 36) agreed with the
relevance, while 8.4% (3 out of 36) disagreed. One reported his disagreement as:
For academic talk, we already have the information and knowledge. No need to 
persuade, pro or con. My major is sociology, but I was really hard to discuss 
about debating about something for example, people’s characteristics.
In sum, the results of the survey and interviews must be carefully dealt with to be
reflected into the task selection process in the test development. As the results of the
content analysis in the previous sections, the survey results might vary across the
disciplinary fields. For example, the topics and content of discussing the advantages and
disadvantages of TV and news papers were ranked as high frequency for the LAS fields,
but as low for the Engineering fields. Most of the language functions are frequently
observed in academic settings except some functions.
Some possible candidate topics in the academic settings were suggested as ‘giving
instruction about classroom activities’ such as ‘introducing today’s lesson to the class’,
‘leading discussion in the classroom’, ‘presenting a short paper’, ‘talking with your
advisor’, and ‘negotiating with students or peers or Professors’.
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These results of the needs analysis survey and interviews about the topics, context, 
and language functions of the SPEAK were reflected into the test development and the 
final products of the TALE test are reported in Table 48. Three representative contexts at 
the academic settings - i.e., the classroom, the TA office, and the TA meeting - were first 
selected by the team and then language functions for each context were evenly selected. 
For the contexts and language functions selected by the team, ten topics were selected 
from the task bank which the team created according to the survey analysis results above 
and assigned. See the task bank (taxonomies) in test spec version 1.5 in Appendix F.
The number of tasks were set as ten based on the survey results in that the participants 
felt that twelve tasks in the SPEAK were somewhat long (38.2%, 13 out of 34).
Most of the topics of tasks in the classroom context except Task 2 were selected 
based on the need analysis results. The topic for Task 2 was ‘midterm grades with a 
graph’, which was suggested by two team members (teachers) due to their frequent 
occurrence across all discipline fields. However, the topics for the TA office and TA 
meeting were newly created due to the uniqueness of the contexts which are not shown in 
the SPEAK. Given the topics, the test-takers are asked to participate in dyadic role-plays 
in the TA office and the TA meeting with the audio-visual supports, prompt text, and 
examples. Tasks 5 and 7 were designed for test-takers to watch a video clip at first to 
activate their schema knowledge. As the needs analysis results indicated, the topics and 
language functions in the specific contexts supported with the audio-visual aids and 
examples, and text were our efforts to reduce any construct-irrelevant variance which 
could be caused by the insufficient supports. The examples were also provided in the
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new test. Finally, the DOK level in the Table 48 was controlled in the new test as 
equivalent as the task difficulty were designed in the SPEAK.
Table 48
Summary Content Analyses o f the TALE Test
Num











Level 1 Audio, text, picture, 
examples




Describing Level 1 or 
Level 2
Audio, text, graph, 
examples




Level 1 Audio, text, picture, 
examples
4 Schedule An American Expressing, Level 1 or Audio, text, picture,
conflict classroom persuading Level 2 examples
5 Advising a 
student
A TA office Advising Level 2 Audio, text, Video
6 Suggesting a 
similar course
A TA office Suggesting,
reasoning
Level 2 Audio, text, picture
7 Defending a 
student’s point 
demanding
A TA office Explaining,
Reasoning
Level 3 Audio, text, Video, 
examples
8 The importance 
of class 
attendance
A TA meeting Expressing
opinions
Level 2 Audio, text, picture
9 Advice on 
managing 
distracting 
students in the 
classroom
A TA meeting Describing,
Requesting




A TA meeting Convincing,
requesting
Level 1 Audio, text, picture, 
examples
Test-Takers’ Perceptions o f the SPEAK Test Conditions 
Test-takers’ perceptions of test conditions were reflected into our decisions on the 
test design considerations in test development with the aim of reducing any potential 
construct-irrelevant variance in the TALE test. Table 49 shows the results of the needs
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analysis survey on the considerations including test anxiety, noise, preparation time, 
response time, number of tasks, and test delivery form. These factors were selected by 
the test development team to control any bias across the test-takers or the tasks. The 
results were as follows:
Table 49
Test-Takers’ Perception o f the SPEAK Test Conditions
Factors









Test anxiety 2.8% (1) 13.9% (5) 47.2% (17) 19.4% (7) 16.7% (6) 36
Noise 14.2% (5) 25.7% (9) 37.1% (13) 11.4% (4) 11.4% (4) 35
Preparation
time
44.1% (15) 35.3% (12) 20.6% (7) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 34
Response
time
17.6% (6) 47.1% (16) 32.4% (11) 2.9% (1) 0.0% (0) 34
Number of 
tasks




5.7% (2) 17.1% (6) 37.1% (13) 37.1% (13) 2.9% (1) 35
Note: (X) = frequency. The scale for test delivery form was satisfaction levels.
First, for the test anxiety factor, 36.1% (13 out of 36) of the total participants
worried about their test anxiety during the test while 16.7% (6 out of 36) ignored the
factor. This factor might be a central to hinder the test-takers from best performing their
English speaking capabilities. One participant gave an interesting comment as:
I felt that my brain became blank in the test and I can’t think of the questions 
clearly because of anxiety. When I am anxious, I cannot speak fluently.
Another interesting comment was that:
Language is comprehensive matter and you have to reach those characteristics to 
feel comfortable with applying it.
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Therefore, it was suggested that during the test design and development phases, testers 
must pour every endeavor to reduce any variance or bias which could elevate the test- 
takers’ test anxiety.
Second, some participants were concerned with noise as a test environment factor 
bothering their concentration on the test. 22.8% (8 out of 35) of the total participants 
were bothered by the noise while 39.9% (14 out of 35) were free from it. This was a 
logistical problem because the test was simultaneously administered with about 30 test- 
takers at a small audio lab. In particular, one participant who sat at the front seat reported 
that:
When I took the speaking test, I had bad luck. My seat was the most front. Noise 
from the back really bothered me. I started to worry that other people speak very 
well and I didn’t. The noise was too loud. Finally I couldn’t speak any answer. 
So I think I failed the test.
Although 39.9% of the total participants did not complain about noise in testing place, it
could be a factor of construct-irrelevance variance. Hence, the team decided that for the
new test, the test was administered to the limited numbers of test-takers per test slot.
Maximum numbers during the main test was limited to four.
Third, for the preparation time, the majority of the participants (79.4%, 27 out of
34) felt that they should have been given more preparation time during the test. No
participants showed that the time was enough. Many participants pointed out that the
zero preparation time increased their test anxiety and was a key factor having them
perform poorly. One participant expressed that:
For the SPEAK test, there’s too short time to think and organize and say. It 
always makes anxious several hours before the test begins.
Another reported that:
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When time is not enough to finish answering a question, then it becomes an 
anxiety factor, making nervous to answer following questions next. So it affects 
my speaking.
In the end, one participant reminded the test team of its confounding effect with lack of
content knowledge.
More sufficient time allowed test that really tests speaking skills, sometimes, 
thinking about ideas (content of speaking or talk) may hinder testing speaking 
skills, because one may be stuck with the content matter.
Fourth, for the response time, 64.7% (22 out of 34) of the total participants felt it
was short. Just 2.9% (1 out of 34) answered that it was a little long. As mentioned above,
lack of the response time made the test-takers uncomfortable during the test. When their
response was stopped in the midst of their speech, they felt that the incomplete response
could affect their final score. They then became more nervous. One participant
commented that:
Because of the time limit, I was eager to complete the question ASAP. It was hard 
to finish my talking in 1 minute. With that the speak test can be just 5 minutes 
free talk.
In the new test, it was suggested to give more response time. But the negotiation of the
appropriate response time is not easy as Stansfield (1985) pointed out that more response
time (more than three and half minutes) did not improve the quality of test-takers’ speech.
Fourth, for the question asking appropriate number of tasks, 38.2% (13 out of 34)
of the total participants felt that the twelve tasks in the SPEAK were too much. 11.8% (4
out of 34) answered that they were a little short. During the interviews, participants’
responses were different. One participant reported that:
More questions are better to make sure you really see the capabilities of the 
person. Not every mistake is due to a lack of knowledge.
But another participant complained that:
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Fewer than 12. Maybe 6-8 questions are enough. More than 8 questions, 
examinees’ eye fatigue may affect test results.
In the end, for the question about the test delivery form of the SPEAK, 40% (14
out of 35) of the total participants expressed their satisfaction with the audio-delivered
test format, while 22.8% (8 out of 34) disfavored the format. A participant during the
interview reported that:
When I was taking the test, I was very nervous. Personally, I didn’t like the 
environment of the test. You’re speaking to tape and hearing your own voice in 
the headphone. You don’t feel it’s natural. Other thing is that I was worried about 
the result a lot because it was important for my funding for my education.
Some participants also suggested more interactions in the test with a face-to-face test
delivery format as they commented:
It’s ok. But I think if the test can be combined with some really communications, 
like talk wit the teachers or graders, it would be great although not so realistic; 
Talk to a teacher face to face is better. Because the machine was before me, I felt 
awkward also. I wasn’t see if my voice was being recorded properly (wearing the 
headphone were awkward.)
From now on, I will discuss about how much the results of needs analyses 
described above were reflected into the new test construction. The team selected the 
following design consideration factors shown in Table 50: preparation time, response 
time, the number of tasks, test delivery form, noise, audio-visual support, activity, 
context-set up, and examples.
Table 50
Controlling Test Conditions in the TALE Test
 Factors__________________________ Conditions___________________
Preparation time 1 minute
Response time 2 minutes
Numbers of tasks 10 tasks and less than three sub-tasks for each task
(table continues)
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Table 50 (continued)
Factors Conditions
Test delivery form Computer-delivered semi-direct speaking test
Noise Four test-takers at a time
Supports Audio narration, text prompt, a picture or a video clip
Activity Role-play
Context setting One sentence context setting
Examples Yes or no
First, the team decided to provide the test-takers with a sufficient preparation and
response time. Test-takers had a one-minute preparation time for each task. It was not to
measure test-takers’ ideas or knowledge requested from tasks, but to measure test-takers’
real English speaking capabilities. As one participant reported that:
Give the information, ideas for the test-taker. Since what they need to be tested is 
their speaking ability. Don’t put a lot of stress on them by forcing them to find the 
“make sense” ideas in zero or thirty seconds.
The response time was set to maximum two minutes for each task in order to provide
adequate response time for test-takers to best perform their English speaking ability
during the test. They were instructed to produce a speech for at least one minute, not for
the entire two-minutes because two team members who are current SPEAK raters pointed
out that they need just a speech sample to one minute for rating.
Second, the number of tasks in the new test was set as ten and the tasks were
assigned into the three contexts: four tasks for the classroom context, three tasks for the
TA office, and the rest three tasks for the TA meeting situation. The team limited the
number of sub-tasks for each task because the request of many sub-tasks in a task may
increase its task difficulty (Brindley & Slatyer, 2002).
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Third, a test delivery format for the TALE test was decided as the separate 
versions: a semi-direct web-based speaking test without an interviewer and a face-to-face 
speaking test with an interviewer. Considering the reality of mass test administration of 
the speaking test at UIUC, it would be suggested that the -takers are allowed to select one 
form of the TALE test. Remember that every year about 700 international graduate 
students take the test at UIUC. The semi-direct version test was first developed in 
summer 2005 and the face-to-face version will be forthcoming in spring 2006.
Fourth, to control the noise factor, the TALE test was administered with 
maximum four test-takers at the same time. Without a soundproof booth at a computer 
lab, it is impossible to remove the noise. Considering that some levels of the noise are 
natural in our real life, our decision was the most reasonable one. The result of the post 
test survey is reported in Research Question 3 section.
Fifth, the test-takers were supported with the audio-visual aids and written text for 
each task in the new test. As mentioned above, our efforts were to remove any context 
knowledge or ideas requested from the test-takers in the test, which was one of the 
biggest causes of the construct-irrelevant variance. More specifically, video clips were 
inserted for Tasks 5 and 7 in the new test. For the remaining tasks, a picture relevant to 
its topic and context was inserted to each task.
Sixth, the type of the activities in the test was set as a role-play. The theme of the 
new test was ‘a TA’s daily life at an American college.’ In the field test of the TALE test, 
the test-takers were asked to pretend that they are a TA teaching a basic class for the 
classroom, meeting with a student at the TA office, and participating in the TA meeting.
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They were asked to produce a ratable speech to each task asking the TA role in the 
context.
Seventh, a context was set up for each task in the TALE test although all the tasks 
were designed in line with the theme and the three academic settings. Recalling there are 
decontextualized tasks in the SPEAK, these tasks might cause a potential hidden variance 
against controlling the task difficulty. For example, in the new test, the contexts were 
preset in the three steps. First the context set-up given in the introduction before the main 
test was:
Now suppose you are a teaching assistant at an American college. You are 
teaching a basic class in your field. You will be asked to respond to TEN 
questions like those which typically arise in the classroom, in TA office hours, 
and in TA meetings. You will have a picture or an audio clip or a video clip for 
each question, which will guide you in forming your answers.
In the classroom, another context was set as:
Imagine you are teaching a basic class in the classroom.
Finally, for Task number 1, the context was set up as:
It’s Monday morning sometime during the middle of the semester.
Eight, the examples were provided for tasks to reinforce the given topics and
contexts of the tasks in the new test. For example, for Task 1, some example courses in
the diverse majors were provided as: the examples of your classes: Engineering, language,
math, statistics, education, etc.
The results of the needs analysis indicate that a warm-up is needed at the
beginning of the new test. A warm-up test is an important to have the test-takers relax at
the beginning of the test in order to lower the test-takers’ anxiety (Standsfield, 1989).
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This is also necessary for the test-takers to practice speaking before the test. One
participant reported that:
Accent or pronunciation changed speaking a little bit fast / bad fluency for 
unprepared questions, speak better as time goes on in the test need some warm-up. 
The three warm-up questions below were developed corresponding to the needs analysis
results. The guideline of the warm-up construction was to be 1) a simple sentence, 2) a
common question among peers before a class begins, and 3) a questions which can be
answered in 10 seconds. The test-takers were asked to provide at least one sentence to
avoid short answers with one or two words.
The following three warm-up questions in the TALE test were given:
1. How are you today? (10 seconds)
2. How’s the weather today? (10 seconds)
3. What is your department and college? (10 seconds)
Providing feedback in the test score report was suggested in the needs analysis
survey and interviews. To have the test-takers understand more about the rating results, it
could be best to provide some reasonable length of feedback along with a holistic
quantity on their performance. One participant reported that:
First of all, if you have some people to listen to our voice and evaluate it why 
don’t you give a detail response to the test-takers? I mean, instead of giving a 
number as the final score, you could write down some suggestions that would be 
very helpful.
The score report of the TALE test was done with the four raters’ holistic scores, sub­
scores for function and holistic scores and comments for each task, and comments on the 
strengths and weaknesses in the test-takers’ speaking ability for both the entire test based 
on the scoring rubric.
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In this study, the team acknowledged the complexity of controlling the construct- 
irrelevant variance, but it could be best to minimize the factors in the midst of test design 
phase. In this phase, the periodic validation and its justification were to diminish the 
factors from the beginning of the test development. In the same sense, Glen Fulcher 
(2005) took an example of initiating early validation study in test development with the 
innovation in designing the New Generation TOEFL launched in September 2005 
(Fulcher, 2005). The selection of the test design consideration factors was an on-going 
process of the validation argument construction in the TALE test development.
Research Question 2
1. What did the group dynamics study find out the test-takers’ roles in their 
interactions and power relations in the development team and how did the 
roles evolve?
2. What did the group dynamics study in the audited spec-driven testing 
investigate test-takers’ contributions in assembling the validity arguments?
To answer the research question 2-1,1 examined our team members’ roles in their 
interactions and power relations in the team with the written and audio recordings of two 
audits.
To answer the second question, I investigated test-takers’ contributions to the 
validity arguments construction with the findings from the question 2-1. I selected some 
validity evidence reflected into test spec versions 0.1 and 1.0 regarding our team 
members as the decision makers and justifiers in developing the TALE test. In particular, 
I focused on the test-takers’ contributions to the validity argument construction.
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Before I answer the questions, the group characteristics, group development 
stages, group norms, group roles, and interactions and power relations of the 
development team noticed at the two audits are reported.
Group Characteristics 
Table 51 shows the team members’ characteristics: their majors, language 
backgrounds, test spec writing experiences, and teaching experiences. Their testing 
experiences were elicited by test spec writing experiences. The teaching experiences in 
college-level academic settings represents the degree of familiarity with the academic 
settings and the test-takers of the SPEAK.
Five members except two majored in Teaching English as a Second Language 
(TESL) at UIUC so that they had test spec writing experiences because the experiences 
are required in a language testing course (EIL 460). The majors of the remaining two 
members were Leisure study and Geology in that they had never experienced test specs. 
For the language backgrounds, three members’ first languages were English and the 
remainders were LBOTE (Language Background Other Than English). For the teaching 
experience, all the members except two had been teaching or taught at UIUC. In 
particular, S3 was a TA in her masters at other university, but she failed the SPEAK two 
times at UIUC. S2 does not have any teaching experience as a TA at UIUC. Finally, I 
labeled the team members (SI, S2, and S3) as the test-takers who took the SPEAK as 
international students and the remaining members (Tl, T2, and T3) as the teachers who 
never experienced in taking the SPEAK. PL means project leader, the researcher.
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PL TESL No Yes + Present Researcher
Tl TESL Yes Yes Present Teacher
T2 TESL Yes Yes Present Teacher
T3 TESL Yes Yes Present Teacher
SI Leisure study No No Past Test-takers
S2 TESL No Yes No Test-takers
S3 Geology No No Past Test-takers
Note. Individuals have been given pseudonyms; TESL = Teaching English as a 
Second Language; + = high experience.
Overview o f the Group Development 
We had, in total, fourteen team meetings for the test development from June 20, 
2005 to August 30, 2005. Following the ADDIE model, we had six meetings for the first 
analysis phase from June 20, 2005 to July 11, 2005. For the design phase, we had three 
meetings from July 13, 2005 to July 20, 2005. For the development phase, we had five 
meetings from July 27, 2005 to August 30, 2005. For the remaining two phases 
(implementation and evaluation), there were no group meetings because the researcher 
conducted activities in the phases.
In the analysis and design phases, we had biweekly meetings, but in the 
development phase, it was difficult to have team meetings because the group individuals’ 
schedules were conflicted and the fall semester started at the end of August.
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Group Development Stages 
To find out the group development stages of our team, I adopted the Tuckman’s 
(1965) five stages of group development shown in Table 52. He proposed that most of 
the small groups go through the following group development stages: forming, storming, 
norming, performing, and adjourning.
Table 52
Tuckman’s Five Stages o f Group Development
Stage Characteristics
Stage 1 :Forming stage Personal relations are characterized by dependence. Group members rely 
on safe, patterned behavior and look to the group leader for guidance and 
direction.
Stage 2: Storming stage This stage is characterized by competition and conflict in the personal- 
relations dimension an organization in the task-functions dimension. As 
the group members attempt to organize for the task, conflict inevitably 
results in their personal relations, “fear of exposure” or “fear of failure.” 
Because of the discomfort generated during this stage, some members may 
remain completely silent while others attempt to dominate.
Stage 3: Norming stage Interpersonal relations are characterized by cohesion. Group members are 
engaged in active acknowledgement of all members’ contributions, 
community building and maintenance, and solving of group issues.
Stage 4: Performing stage If group members are able to evolve to stage four, their capacity, range, 
and depth of personal relations expand to true interdependence. People 
can work independently, in subgroups, or as a total unit with equal facility.
Stage 5: Adjourning stage Adjourning involves the termination of task behaviors and disengagement 
from relationships.
I assessed the group development stages of the development team referring to the 
features of the Tuckman’s definitions. It could be concluded that the team went through 
the first three stages of the group development stages. At the beginning of the test 
development (the needs analysis phase), the features of our group development was 
characterized by the definitions in the forming stage. Team members’ personal relations 
were dependent to the group leader (the researcher). Atmosphere of the team showed the
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most common unpleasant feelings that many experience the first time they are in a new 
group: ‘general anxiety, uncertainty about being accepted, uncertainty about their own 
competence, general lack of competence, inferiority, restricted identity and freedom, 
awkwardness, anxiety about using L2 for non-native speakers of English, anxiety about 
not knowing what to do or comprehending’ (Dornyei & Murphey, 2003).
In the design phase, the team then entered ‘storming stage’ experiencing 
competition and conflict among team members in the design phase. There was some 
tension between the team members in the power relations with respect to the different 
status and expertise among the team members. I could notice some members’ ‘fear of 
exposure’ and silence during this phase. However, other members already moved into 
the next ‘norming’ stage so as to show their contributions and their recognition. The 
group became more cohesive as time went by.
The development phase could be aligned with the ‘norming’ stage. The team 
members built their personal relationships with others in the group. Their contributions 
were acknowledged by all the members so that the team’s cohesion seemed to be strong. 
The conflict in the previous phase was apparently resolved, but one reason was that the 
quietest member withdrew her participation from the group at the beginning of this 
norming stage. When the development phase was finished, the team was dismissed. I 
independently carried out the remaining implementation and evaluation phases.
Group Norms
We agreed on the need for certain ‘rules of conduct’ in the team discussion to 
achieve the group progress and the goals of each phase. Domei and Murphey (2003) 
defined group norms in group dynamics as implicit and explicit ‘dos and don’ts’ that
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regulate the life of communities. About this term, the team implicitly agreed that all 
contributed to the discussions as I encouraged their active participation in the group 
discussions at the beginning of the test development. Most of the members greatly 
followed the rule. Sometimes their active participations caused some conflicts in the 
discussions. But two test-takers were a little quiet in the discussions. In particular, one 
was so quiet that the others were suspicious of her contribution to the group tasks and 
progress. The test-taker’s attitude was opposed to our group norms. In the end, the 
member withdrew her participation because of some reasons such as her personal matters 
and lack of the self-confidence on her English language proficiency.
Group Roles
As Salazar (1996) pointed out that individuals’ group roles show the several role 
behaviors, team members’ roles were diversely recognized in the discussions. To 
identify the team members’ roles during the discussions, the following group roles stated 
in Table 53 were adopted to the team members’ role observations. In this study, the team 
members used task and maintenance roles except individual roles because they felt 
uncomfortable with labeling others with the individual roles. I, individually, identified 
the members’ individual roles.
Table 53
Group Roles (Benne and Sheats 1948 Typology)
Person________________________________ Descriptions_________________________________Roles
Coordinator Synthesizes ideas and suggestions; finds the links between different Task
ideas and suggestions; brings group members and their actions together
Elaborator Expands or gives rationales for previous suggestions; attempts to Task
determine the feasibility of an idea for the group.
(table continues)
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Encourages the group, prodding them to a decision; tries to stimulate a Task
more positive level of discussion or activity.
Questions and evaluates ideas and suggestions in terms of logic or Task
practicality; sets standards for the group and its solution to the problem.
Offers facts or opinions; uses personal experience to inform the group Task
discussion o f its task.
Asks for facts or opinions; seeks clarification of previous suggestions. Task
Initiator- Proposes tasks or goals; makes suggestions for resolving problems; Task
contributor helps with group organization.
Opinion- Similar to information giver; however, instead of facts and opinions Task
giver related to the information being considered by the group, gives beliefs
and opinions about group perceptions and values.
Opinion- Asks for clarification of group values and perceptions (as opposed to Task
seeker facts and information) relative to what the group is trying to
accomplish.
Orienter- Expresses and clarifies the group’s progress towards its goals; points Task
clarifier out and questions digressions; summarizes what has been
accomplished.
Recorder Writes down the ideas, suggestions or other product of group Task
discussion; functions as “group memory.”
Procedural Performs tasks for the group such as taking notes (overlaps with Task
technician “recorder”), distributing materials, and tasks out-side of the group
meetings such as photocopying, arranging venues and schedules.
Compromiser Offers solutions to conflicts between their ideas or positions and those Maintenance
of others in the group
Encourager Gives praise, expresses agreement with contributions from other group Maintenance
members; is friendly, warm, and responsive to other points of view.
Follower Passively goes along with the ideas and suggestions of other group Maintenance
members; acts primarily as an audience for the group discussion.
Harmonizer Acts to reduce tension by reconciling disagreements between group Maintenance
members and having them discuss their differences.









Express standards for the group (not overlap with evaluator-critic); 
applies standards in evaluating the group’s progress.
Maintenance
Aggressor Express negative reactions and evaluations of the ideas and suggestions 
of other group members; attempts to take credit for the contributions of 
others; shows envy toward others’ contributions, attacking or using 
aggressive humor/jokng.
Individual
Blocker Tends to be negative, resisting the direction the group is headed in, 
disagrees or opposes beyond what is reasonable; attempts to bring back 
issues already dismissed by the group.
Individual
Dominator Uses flattery, gives authoritative directions, or interrupts the 
contributions of others in order to establish control of the group or to 





Avoids commitment to group proposals; expresses personal feelings or 
opinions that are unrelated to the group’s discussion and goals.
Individual
Help-seeker Asks for sympathy from the group, expressing insecurity, confusion, 
and self-deprecation.
Individual
Playboy/girl uses cynicism, nonchalance, or horseplay to express aloofness or lack 




Tries to call attention to oneself through unusual or inappropriate 





Speaks for some group (small business owner, working class, 
houwives, etc.); may involve using this role to further one’s own 
individual needs, trying to appear unbiased.
Individual
Interactions and Power Relations 
Of the two audits, the first discussion was not much dynamic because the session 
was a review of the needs analysis results to the team members. Other than the PL, T l, 
T3, and SI were dominant speakers. The SI freely expressed her opinions while the S3 
was the quietest speaker. To encourage the quiet members in the discussion, I should 
control the dominant speakers and give opportunities for the two silent speakers to speak 
up in the discussions so as to contribute the group progress.
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The second meeting was highly dynamic and the T l, T3 and T2 were the 
dominant speaker. Surprisingly, the S2 became more active at the second meeting than 
the first one. She openly participated in the discussion but she was still not one of the 
dominant speakers.
Figure 8 illustrated the interactions and power relations in the team. The test 
specs were evolved from the version 0.1 to 1.5 by the decision making processes through 
the consensus of the team members. The PL was the main gatekeeper, although the Tl 
shared the role. In the figure, the one-way solid arrows mean the power relations in 
which the powerless subjects to the power holders along with the directions of the arrows. 
Usually both the Ss (SI, S2, and S3) and Ts (Tl, T2, and T3) subjected to the PL or T l. 
The two-way directions of the arrows mean the interactions between members, but the 
thick lines address some sorts of conflicts. The conflict between the T l and SI was in 
fact the S i ’s challenge to the T l ’s authority. In addition, the T2 and T3 had a weak 
conflict between them. The dashed-line arrows mean the weak power relations or 
interactions. The followings are more detailed descriptions about the interactions and 
power relations in the team.
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Spec evolution: version 0.1 ------> version 1.5
i  i  i i





Figure 8. Power relations in the development team. PL -  project leader; T = teacher; S = 
test-taker.
The most dynamic interactions occurred between the T1 and T3 at the first 
discussion. The interactions between the T2 and T3 and between the SI and T1 were 
also dynamic. The two quiet speakers interacted with the PL, but these interactions were 
limited to their responses to his questions.
At the second meeting, these patterns were continuous, but they were slight 
changed. The most dominant interaction was between the T1 and PL. The second 
dominant ones were between the T1 and T3, and between the T1 and T2. At the time, the 
T1 was the most dominant speaker. As mentioned above, the S2 actively interacted with 
the T3.
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Observing the interactions, I could notice the power relations among the teachers 
and the test-takers. The T1 who was ESL coordinator showed her superiority on 
knowledge about the SPEAK. The T2 and T3 showed their implicit respect to her. She 
filled the knowledge gap of team members whenever they needed. From time to time, 
rather than relying on the PL’ knowledge, the team members showed their respect to the 
T l. She took the higher position in the power structure and the T2’s status in the relation 
was lower than the T l because Tl was her boss at the time. The T3 showed his respect to 
the T l in terms of her knowledge and expertise.
However, the test-takers showed diverse power relation patterns. The SI, S2 and 
S3 not only relied on the T l, but also relied on the PL. In particular, the S2 and S3 were 
quiet and hard to adjust to the group norm at the first meeting while the S 1 was a leader 
leading the quiet members. The S2 and S3 expressed that they felt the SI acted in a way 
of representing their international student status who felt communication difficulty during 
the team discussions.
The SI, from time to time, challenged to the Tl in the discussions. Although she 
was not familiar with the language testing field so as to be not a main information giver, 
she openly stated her views on improving the SPEAK. It was interesting that she had 
objections on being called a student or test-takers in the team. She claimed the authority 
of test developers in the team and overcame the limitation of test-takers, powerless in 
language test development. For example, she requested the PL not to use the word, 
‘students’, because the word implicitly contains the connotation of ‘a powerless’. As she 
mentioned as:
Having international researcher with the same background (PL) is helpful to 
empower ones who are not expert in test development. However, PL’s
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identification ones who are not expert or native speaker as STUDENTS made me 
feel unequal to play roles in this development process. Equal status could be 
gained by having every one the same expectation about each other’s capacity to 
contribution. Calling someone as teacher and someone as student in one group 
itself is not ensuring equality to contribution.
Considering her feedback, I decided to call them ‘colleagues’ instead of student or test-
taker in our meeting. However, at the second meeting, her challenge disappeared as
evidence that the group became more cohesive, but this should be carefully interpreted
because her lack of knowledge in language testing might cause her attitude change.
At the first meeting, all the team members expressed their feeling about the S3’s
passive attitudes in the discussion. As a test-taker who has to pass the SPEAK test, she
showed the limitation of test-takers who are powerless in the power relations. One
reason of her passiveness might be the low self-confidence of her English proficiency and
expertise in language testing. To resolve this, I had individual meetings with her and
noticed she was struggling with some personal matters. The matters affected her
passiveness and indifference of this project.
At the first meeting, there were some conflicts between the two internal parties
(teachers and students). For example, one teacher and one test-takers debated on
selecting the speaking skills at the meeting (See the excerpt 1 below). Tl stepped back
during the debate. At the moment, both parties looked at the PL and waited for his
decision. The PL should make the decision as the coordinator of this project. The
teachers believed that the research is my dissertation so that I should decide the matters.
Excerpt 1
T2 Why do we need to include test-takers’ wants into speaking skills in the
new test?
SI The purpose of our test is to make a good one listening to test-takers’
voice.
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T2 But they may not understand what they should be assessed in the test.
SI And so, we need the needs analysis survey.
There were also some tensions between the T2 and T3 at the first meeting. The 
T3 said to T2, “you interrupted, so did I.” But these tensions positively influenced the 
group progress because the tensions were to facilitate dynamics in the discussions in 
concert with the group norms.
However, these power relations were slightly changed in the second meeting. The 
members still respected T l, as information giver, while test-takers’ reliance on the PL 
decreased. This was because the previous conflicts were resolved in some ways. It 
would be concluded that the group development stages of our team entered the third stage 
(norming). The members became sharing their information openly in comfortable 
atmosphere. Everyone was used to others personalities so that they did not try to offend 
others in the discussions. The team became more harmonious so that they greatly 
contributed to the group tasks along with the group norms. I noticed my status was 
changed from coordinator to opinion seeker.
Research Question 2-1
What did the group dynamics study find out the test-takers’ roles in their 
interactions and power relations in the development team and how did the 
roles evolve?
To answer the question, I asked the team members to fill out the role observation 
sheets for the team members’ task, maintenance, and individual roles. I also referred my 
journal, field notes in the discussions, and interview data with the team members in 
relation to the group development, interactions, and power relation in the team. Each 
member’s roles and their changes are reported in Tables 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, and 59. The
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total numbers of the group roles were different between the first and the second meeting 
because I asked the member to mark just on the two dominant roles for the second one. 
The Project Leader
As the project leader, I intended to play roles of a coordinator and an information- 
giver in terms of task roles. Following the test development schedule, I led the group 
discussions and provided all materials before the meeting and information during the 
discussions. My group roles had evolved as shown in the tables.
The team members specify my roles as mostly opinion-seeker and coordinator 
rather than information-giver for task roles. These observations indicated that there was a 
gap between my intents and the team members’ perceptions of my roles. It would be 
assumed that my continuous requests of their opinions in the discussions might have 
them perceived my roles as an opinion-seeker. At the second meeting, the members 
marked my roles as opinion-seeker. In fact, I did not want to dominate the discussion and 
the coordinator roles were shared by other members.
The team members also identified my roles as encourager or standard-setter for 
maintenance roles. During the discussions, my job was to give opportunities for some 
quiet members to join the discussions. Hence, the members marked me as an encourager. 
They also specified my maintenance role as a standard-setter with my frequent reminder 
of the theme and characteristics of the test. In contrast, I identified my role as a 
harmonizer to find the solutions for the conflicts or debates. For example, one of my 
frequent expressions for carrying on the group progress was “okay, okay. Knock it off. 
Let’s move on to the next.”
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My maintenance roles was evolved to the gatekeeper at the second meeting 
because the members noticed my efforts on keeping the communication open to everyone 
in the discussion with aims of proceeding the group tasks. Another role of mine was 
encourager to facilitate the team members’ interactions in the discussions. I was not 
recognized as a harmonizer at second meeting because our group became more cohesive 
without any distinct conflicts.
Teacher 1 (Tl)
The T l, ESL coordinator of the ITA courses volunteered her participation in the 
test development. Her status made her identified as an information-giver and she 
provided amount of information about the SPEAK and the speaking skills based on her 
experience as a well trained teacher in the classroom. After the first meeting, she 
commented on her active participation in the discussions as “talkative, should shut up.” 
She also shared the coordinator roles in the discussions with the PL as discussed in the 
interaction and power relation section above.
For maintenance roles, she was, at first, recognized as a compromiser and 
encourager, but there was no evidence found. I assumed that the team members might 
perceive her information provision as compromises when the members needed the certain 
information to resolve their debates. She was also an encourager to fully support my 
motivation to develop a new speaking test for ITAs. At the second discussions, her roles 
were dispersed likewise her roles in the first session.
For individual roles, the team members left the table empty. I also found no roles 
for the category.
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Teacher 2 (T2)
She was a recorder and opinion-giver at the first session. Holding her recorder 
role, her roles were evolved as evaluator/critic instead of opinion-giver. I believe this 
role shift was due to the reason why she frequently interrupted the discussion and 
clarified the points we were discussing. But the team members did not identified her as a 
clarifier. For example, she frequently used the expression, “what do you mean by that?” 
Her clarification question would help other members understand more about the group 
tasks.
The team members recognized her as a compromiser for maintenance roles at the 
first session, but there was no data to support her role. Her roles were evolved to a 
gatekeeper or commentator at the second one. With her clarification questions, she 
facilitated the group communication by increasing the interactions among the members.
Her individual roles were labeled as an aggressor or blocker in the discussion. 
These identifications might be caused due to her frequent interruptions to clarify the 
group tasks. It was difficult to interpret her individual roles because the clarification was 
not negatively perceived by team members.
Teacher 3 (T3)
The T3 was recognized as an opinion-giver for task roles at the first audit. He 
always prepared for the meeting and aggressively expressed his ideas in the discussions. 
Some members specified his task roles as an elaborator who tried to paraphrase others’ 
talks to the international members. However, at the second meeting, there was no 
dominant role for him. He was identified with several roles at the meeting.
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For the maintenance roles, he was at first recognized as a standard-setter and 
compromiser. In the discussion, he tried to remind us of our group norms that were 
“everyone contributes” to both dominant and quiet speakers. About the compromiser 
role, the members might perceive his elaborations about some difficult expressions or 
terms of the teachers to the test-takers as compromise. At the second meeting, the 
compromiser role disappeared and he was recognized as a standard-setter and observer or 
commentator.
About the individual roles, he, sometimes, interrupted the flow of discussions.
See the following excerpt explaining that he could be a blocker or aggressor in the 
discussion.
Excerpt 2
T3 I am sorry, I am still not with this, this comment, where did they come 
from?
Tl On page 14.
PL It’s test anxiety.
T3 Is it all about test anxiety?
T l PL meant to explain about that.
T3 Oh really?
However, it should be cautious that we specify him as a blocker. Rather, he served as a 
clarifier in the team because his frequent clarifications helped the team more focus on the 
group tasks.
Student 1 (SI)
The SI was, at first, identified as an opinion-giver and energizer for task roles. In 
fact, she was one of the most active members in expressing her views and in representing 
other test-takers’ voices. It was assume that her diverse experience in taking the SPEAK 
as a test-taker and then in teaching as TA in the classroom motivated her to show her
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hyper-active passion of participation in the project. For example, when our group 
progress was stalled in designing the needs analysis survey, she pushed the progress by 
bringing hardcopies of her revision of the survey so that the team discussion was to be 
dynamic.
However, at the second audit, she did not show any energizer role at all. Rather, 
she became an evaluator or critic to question and evaluated ideas and suggestion in the 
discussion. It could be assumed that it was because of her lack of knowledge about the 
scoring rubric construction as a non TESL major. Instead of being an information giver 
or an energizer, she provided a lot of opinions.
For the maintenance roles, she was recognized as an encourager and a standard- 
setter for the entire test development phases. Excerpt 1 above shows that she tried to 
remind us of the motivation of the test development by pointing out the purpose of the 
new test.
For the individual roles, she was, sometimes, a positive aggressor opposed to the 
definition above. She was the only member challenging to the teachers in the discussions 
in a productive way. The following excerpt shows a fundamental gap in viewing test- 
taker between one teacher and the test-taker. T2 questioned test-takers’ ability to provide 
their needs of the speaking skills being tested in the new test. S 1 responded to the teacher 
by reminding the team of the need of the need analysis survey.
Excerpt 3
T2 Why do we need to include test-takers’ wants of the speaking skills in the
new test?
SI The purpose of our test is to make a good one listening to test-takers’
voice.
T2 But they may not understand what they should be assessed in the test.
SI And so, we need the needs analysis survey.
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Student 2 (S2)
At the first meeting, she was a recorder for task roles because she was using her 
laptop computer for note taking of the meeting. But I had to assign a native speaker of 
English as a recorder to prevent her from isolating from the discussion because she was 
uncomfortable with her double tasks in the discussion. She was also an opinion-giver, 
but there was no data to support to this role.
She was a procedural technician at the second meeting because she set up a tape- 
recorder and lent her laptop computer to the T2, the recorder.
One of her dominant roles at the first discussion was a follower who was one of 
the quietest individuals in the discussion for the maintenance roles, but it was interesting 
that nobody blamed her on her silence. Rather, all the members complemented her at the 
individual interviews. I assumed that all the members except the two test-takers were 
colleagues in the same program. Nevertheless, she was not left in silence through the 
entire meetings. From time to time, she expressed her opinions or feeling about her high 
test anxiety as a test design consideration in developing the new test.
At the second meeting, she was a compromiser while she was observed with the 
several minor roles at the same time.
For the individual roles, she was a help-seeker who honestly sought teachers’ 
helps about language testing in the discussion.
Student 3 (S3)
The S3 was, at first, recognized as an opinion-giver, but she was the quietest 
member in the discussion as mentioned above. At the second meeting, there was no 
observation due to her withdrawal. At the first meeting, she, from time to time,
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expressed her opinions about the SPEAK test and gave information about an alternative 
speaking test at an American university based on her experience. It would be assumed 
that her discussion participation was limited because of the lack of her self-confidence in 
English language proficiency and motivation as a test-takers who had to pass the SPEAK 
desperately in summer, 2005. I frequently encouraged her to join the discussion by 
questioning her as “what do you think?”
For the maintenance roles, all the team members agreed that she was a follower 
without any objections. In this group development phase, her role was against the group 
norms in that other members acknowledged that she contributed little to the group 
progress.
For the individual roles, she was identified as a blocker due to her silence or self­
confessor due to confessing her bitter experience as a test-takers who failed the SPEAK 
more than twice. However, I believe that she contributed to the group progress only with 
her participation and her testimony on being a test-taker with high test anxiety.
Table 54














PL 1 5 3 3 4 5
Tl 3 3 2 1 2
T2 4 1 1 2
T3 3 2 2 4
SI 3 4 2 4
S2 3 2 4 1 3 1
S3 1 1 7 2
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Table 55














PL 3 4 1 2
T l 2 1 1 1 2 2 1
T2 1 1 3 3 2
T3 1 1 1 2 2
SI 1 2 1 2 2 4
S2 3 2 2 1 2 1
Table 56
Team Members' Maintenance Role Evolution
Member 1st audit 2nd audit
PL Encourager, standard-setter Gatekeeper/Expediter > Encourager
T l Compromiser, Encourager Compromiser, Harmonizer, Observer/commentator
T2 Compromiser Gatekeeper/Expediter, Observer/commentator
T3 Standard setter > compromiser Standard-setter, Observer/commentator
SI Encourager, Standard-setter Standard-setter

















Team Members’ Task Role Observations for the First Audit
Informat Initiator
Mem Coordi­ Elabo- Evaluator Informa -ion- /contribu Opinion- Opinion Orientor Recor­ Procedural
-ber nator rator Energizer -critic -tion-giver seeker -tor giver -seeker -clarifier der technician
PL
5 1 2 1 4 1 4 3 6 2 4
Tl
2 3 5 6 1 1 4 2 2 2 1
T2 2 1 3 1 1 1 4 1 2 5 2
T3 4 1 3 3 2 3 7 1
SI 3 3 5 3 2 4 1 6 3 1 2
S2 2 2 1 2 1 4 1 4 2





































PL 2 2 2 2 3 2 1
T l 2 1 3 1 1 1 1
T2 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 3
T3 2 2 2 1 1 2
SI 2 4 1 2 2
S2 1 1 1 1 1 2 3
Table 59
Team Members ’ Task Role Evolution
Member 1st audit 2nd audit
PL Coordinator > Opinion seeker Opinion seeker
T l Information giver > Evaluator/critic Information giver
T2 Record > Opinion giver Recorder, Evaluator-critic
T3 Opinion giver > elaborator Energizer, Evaluator-critic, information and opinion 
giver
SI Opinion giver > Energizer Evaluator-critic
S2 Recorder, opinion giver Procedural technician
S3 Opinion giver
Research Question 2-2
What did the group dynamics study in the audited spec-driven testing 
investigate test-takers’ contributions in assembling the validity 
arguments?
The group dynamics study investigated the test-takers’ contributions to 
assembling validity arguments through the decision making process. To answer the 
question, the validity arguments were gathered by means of analyzing the findings of the 
research question 2-2. Some examples are used to support the evidence and its 
justification. Note that the following examples are very minor samples of the test-takers 
contributions.
Validity Arguments o f the First Audit 
Based on the first discussion, some important decisions were made on (a) 
reconsidering the purpose of the test, (b) the topic and content relevancy as important 
concerns about the definition of a good test, (c) the framework of the test, and (d) 
controlling test anxiety. For more details, refer to the test spec version 0.1 in Appendix E.
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For the validity evidence in the spec was assembled in collaboration among the team 
members. The test-taker team members’ contributions to the evidence were as follows:
First, the SI contributed to reshaping the purpose of the TALE test. Recalling 
that the interaction between the SI and T l was the second most active one in the 
discussion, she contributed to focusing us on the topic and content relevancy to TA’s 
academic settings. As a standard-setter for the maintenance roles at the first discussion, 
the S 1 reminded us of the purpose of the test stated in Excerpt 1 above. Her interaction 
with the T l in Excerpt 4 also shows that she was the only challenger to the power holder 
in the team. The T l took the highest place in the power relation to others with the group 
leader.
Second, the S 1 also contributed to focusing on the test characteristics decisions as 
the topic and content relevancy to academic settings which were one of the most 
important factors to be achieved in considering the test design factors. In Excerpt 4, she 
urged that the team must focus on the topics and content of tasks pertinent to the 
academic settings, interacting with the T l. This was one of her standard-setter example.
Excerpt 4
PL Purpose of the test?
T l Ok.
PL Needs analysis results shows test-takers wants topic relevance to their real 
life.
SI Too many irrelevances, it is for TAs or general purpose? Definitely for
TAs, right? We have to get to the points on topic relevancy to TAs 
situations.
Tl Yah. But TAs have different settings, like teaching in the class, office
hours, TA meetings....
SI the test is gonna be a TA test. So the classroom situation, office situations
should be included in our test.
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Tl TA meetings. Well we sometimes request advice from peers about like 
slackers in the classroom?
S2 Do you guys really talk about those in the TA meeting?
T2 Of course.
Third, the SI and T l contributed to setting up the three contexts in college-level 
academic settings as the framework of the TALE test at the first discussion as shown in 
Excerpt 4 above. Based on my suggestion about the theme (a TA’s daily life at college- 
level academic settings), the T l first proposed some potential contexts to the team and 
the SI reacted to the T l with the classroom and office contexts. The T l, then, added the 
TA meeting context to the framework. Hence, the SI was recognized as an opinion-giver 
and encourager at the meeting.
The S2, a follower, was confirming possibility of the TA meeting example in 
Excerpt 4 because she did not have this experience in the TA meeting (refer to her non- 
TA background in Table 51). This clarification and confirmation between the S2 and Tl 
resulted in inserting the contexts for the tasks into the TALE test.
Fourth, all the test-takers and the T3 concerned about the test anxiety control as 
an important consideration in designing a good test. The S2 and S3 expressed their 
negative feelings on some test conditions of the SPEAK such as the tape-mediated test 
delivery format, authenticity in tasks in the academic settings, and lack of the preparation 
time. Both the test-takers were identified as the followers, but the S3 could be perceived 
as an opinion-giver at the first session because she articulated her fear of test anxiety as a 
self-confessor. These concerns w ere  reflected into the test specs so as to minimize the 
construct-irrelevant variance in designing the new test.
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Validity Arguments for the Second Audit 
The test-takers’ contributions to assembling validity arguments were also 
investigated for the second audit. Referring to the findings about the changes of member 
roles, interactions and power relations, the study was carried out. The following validity 
evidence based on the test spec version 1.0 were gathered for the study: a) decisions on 
the speaking constructs for the scoring rubric, b) the test conditions on video audio, and 
c) dropping the sociolinguistic competence from our scoring rubric. The test-takers’ 
contributions to the evidence were as follows:
First, the SI as a standard-setter for the maintenance roles actively participated in 
the discussion and contributed to building the speaking constructions of our scoring 
rubric shown in Excerpt 5 below. Although she became quieter at this discussion than 
the first session, she frequently interacted with other teachers. Her group roles were 
changed from an opinion-giver or an energizer to an evaluator-critic for task roles, but 
this example shows that she was still an opinion-giver to the group.
I noticed that the S2’s group roles were changed from a follower to a 
compromiser in terms of the maintenance roles. In Excerpt 5, reacting to the T2, she 
attempted to compromise the potential conflicts or complaints in the team. This 
evidence indicates that our team already entered the ‘norming’ stage of the group 
development stages. In the stage, the interpersonal relationships in a group were more 
cohesive than the past and all the members’ contributions are one of the characteristics. 
In concert with our group norm (everybody contributes), the S2 removed her follower 
roles and became a positive contributor.
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Excerpt 5
Tl Do we need to make a bigger category first and move on?
PL Okay. Let’s brainstorm it.
T l Accuracy?
T3 Fluency.
51 Function competence should be included because our test is function-
based and it is important for TAs.
T2 I am frustrated what we did today. Why am I feeling we didn’t do
anything?
52 I think this is quite worthy. At least, we became understood the scoring 
rubric about what there’s —.
Second, Excerpt 6 presents the decision on the test condition of playing the video 
and audio clips was made by the collaboration of the members. The T l and the PL 
proposed the use of the audio-visual supports in the new test. The S 1 and S2 suggested 
the test condition of the video clip at the end of the conversation. Because of the 
difficulty of the agenda (the scoring rubric construction) at the second discussion, the 
test-takers’ group roles seemed to be limited to an information-seeker or a follower, but 
both the SI and S2 actively participated in the discussion and played important roles of 
the decision makers. They attempted to reduce the factors which could increase the task 
difficulty. Finally, we could make the decisions on providing the test-takers with the 
written script for the audio files, but not for the video clips. Instead, the video clips 
were decided to play twice for the examinees so that the listening skill affects their 
performances.
Excerpt 6
Tl We are going to have speech samples so that they listen to and respond to
the speech samples.
T3 What are they?
PL We are going to include video or audio clips.
T3 You mean the listening skill becomes a part of speaking skill?
PL What do you think?
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T2 Do you have had anything that’s not a — then so what’s being video
clipped?
Tl Maybe you got the students acting badly in the classroom?
PL So can we decide to give written scripts for audio files and not for video
clips.
SI Watching video twice?
S2 Yes, yes, if they do not have scripts.
Third, the S2 contributed to the decision making on ‘sociolinguistic competence’ 
on the scoring rubric construction in Excerpt 7 below. We decided to drop the skills from 
the scoring rubric. The discussion shows that the S2 was challenging to the teachers in 
equal positions as the teachers although her group roles were identified as a compromiser 
and procedural technician. With her knowledge about language testing in TESL major, 
she carried through her view on the speaking feature. In the Excerpt, S 1 was quiet 
because she did not have any prior knowledge about the skill.
Excerpt 7
T3 Sociolinguistic competence? That is you know your audience when you 
speak.
T2 Sociolinguistic competence?
S2 In my opinion, it is hard for us to test sociolinguistic competence,
especially in English. We don not use those various registers, forms, or 
something else. In the sentence, they many say, “would you” or “could 
you” — it doesn’t affect a lot to —.
Tl I think it is more about social bump things, like you know if an
international teacher says something and it just not sort of thing you say 
that it is a cultural bump thing.... sucking their hands of —
S2 But still it is not an international test,
T l Yah, but I don’t think it to hard to get a sociolinguistic competence in
interactions. It is a big criticism of the SPEAK test receives.
T2 Someone really break the rules so madly just like .... That’s become an 
accuracy thing, let’s drop it.
S2 Yah, get the skill out of the scoring rubric.
PL Okay. Sociolinguistic competence is out.
T l Socio bye-bye.
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Closing Remarks
Before I close this section, I would like to discuss about some characteristics of 
the team’s group development. I noticed there were both resolved and unresolved group 
development features according to Neil (2005) as follows:
Resolved Group Development Characteristics 
At the end of the test development, I noticed the following features were resolved 
from the beginning:
Impatience to ‘Get the Ball Rolling ’
Our team had the discussions in depth without any impatience to make the group 
progress proceed. There was no conflicts noticed in the discussions and interpersonal 
relations of the team members were more cohesive than the preceding sessions.
General Anxiety•
The audio recording shows that the atmosphere of our discussion was relaxed and 
fun. There was no anxiety at the session.
Confusion About What Everybody is Supposed to be Doing
The team members did not demonstrate any confusion about the group tasks.
Vying for Informal Leadership
No vying for informal leadership was noticed at the end although there was a test- 
takers’ challenge to teachers and some conflicts relating to leadership at the beginning. It 
could be assumed that the team members recognized the power unbalance and accepted it. 
Requests fo r  Great Leader Involvement
At first, the team members requested the group leader’s involvement and 
coordinating the discussions, but the leadership became sharing in the group at the end.
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Interpersonal Conflicts
Most of the conflicts were resolved and not visible at the end while there was 
some minor conflicts or tensions in the team.
Unresolved Group Development Characteristics 
I noticed that there was still some group development characteristics unresolved 
to the end.
Safe Levels o f Conversation
The group members did not actively challenge against each other not to break into 
others’ boundary at the discussion. This could hinder the group members from delving 
into the given agenda at the meetings.
Power Relations
The power structure was still remained toward facilitating the group progress, but 
this could prevent members’ creativity in the power hierarchy.
Team Leader’s Involvement or Interruption
Because of the time constraints, the leaders’ involvement became greater at the 
end although the PL shared the leadership with team members. Indeed, the time 
constraints annoyingly bothered our discussion.
Research Question 3
1. How did test-taker characteristics and their perceptions of test design and 
conditions affect test results?
2. How did test-takers’ contributions to task construction affect test results?
3. For future revision, what do test developers need to consider with respect to 
interrater reliability and task difficulty issues?
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4. How did validity arguments evolve in the test development process?
The results for the research questions are reported as follows. As a preliminary 
analysis, it presents the results of preliminary data inspection and participant 
characteristics. First, to answer the research question 3-1, the post survey results about 
test-takers’ general evaluation of the test are presented and followed by the analysis 
results from a repeated-measures ANOVA statistics to investigate the relationship 
between test-takers’ characteristics and the test results. The correlation analyses relating 
test-takers’ perceptions of the test design and conditions to their performances are also 
reported.
Second, for the research question 3-2, the results of Generalizability-theory (G- 
theory) analyses are reported in order to examine the impact of test-takers’ contributions 
to task construction as shown by examining contribution sources and task contexts.
Third, for interrater reliability, task difficulty, and bias analyses, repeated- 
measures ANOVA and Many-facet Rasch measurement are followed by the results of G- 
theory and D-studies for future reinforcement on rater selection and task difficulty control.
In the end, as a wrap-up of the series of validation studies, validity argument 
constmction is reported.
Data Inspection
A total of forty-three examinees enrolled in ESL 504 (focusing on pronunciation 
for potential ITAs) or 506 (focusing on preparation for the SPEAK test for potential 
ITAs) in fall 2005 participated in the test and survey and ten of the participants responded 
to a post interview. We inspected the audio file data and detected four missing data 
where one or two task responses were not recorded during the test (the audio file size was
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0 byte). It turned out that the test-takers who caused the missing data forgot to click 
record button for response saving during the test. We decided to drop those participants 
because of the missing data. However, the results of forty- two surveys are reported in 
this study. One test-taker did not turn in her survey.
Four raters rated all the thirty-nine test-takers’ speech samples. When they rated 
the responses, they were asked to give a function score, a holistic score, and comments 
for each task, and then average each area score to produce a mean score for each category 
and general comments for each test-taker.
Test-Taker Characteristics 
Forty-three test-takers participated in the test. Four test-takers’ audio files 
had missing data (one or two audio files for the test tasks were missed) so that they 
were eliminated from the subject pool. In the end, thirty nine subjects’ data were 
rated by four raters. Subjects’ demographics taken from the survey results for the 
TALE test are as follows:
Tables 60 and 61 show the distribution of the subjects’ first language, and 
their disciplinary information. The participants consisted of 21 males and 18 females 
with a variety of first language backgrounds. The majority of them were native 
speakers of Korean and Chinese (84.6%). Note that one native speaker of English 
participated in the TALE test and her score was set as the highest score sample in the 
rating benchmark. For academic disciplines, the vast majorities of participants were 
from the fields of science and engineering and liberal arts and social science.
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Table 60
Examinees ’ First Languages













Liberal Arts and Social Science 12
Business, Econ related 6
Science and Engineering 13
Total 39
Table 62, 63, and 64 show the participants’ SPEAK test preparation time, SPEAK 
test-taking experience, and their previous SPEAK test scores. The majority of 
participants had prepared the test for less than six months (61.5%, 24 out of 39), and they 
had taken the test once or twice (74.4%, 29 out of 39). The majority of participants 
(65.6%, 21 out of 39) failed the test and attended the ESL classes to prepare for taking or 
retaking the SPEAK test.
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Table 62
Preparation for the SPEAK Test
Preparation time / p
0-.5year 24 61.5
.6-1 year 9 23.1





























Table 65 and 66 show the reason why the participants take or prepare for the 
SPEAK test. The home departments of 64.1% (25 out of 39) participants require the 
SPEAK test score for some reasons. The majority of participants (74.4%, 29 out of 39) 
had their desire to be a TA at UIUC as their motivation for taking the test.
Table 65




No response 7.7% (3)
Total 100.0% (39)
Table 66
Participants’ Purposes for Taking the SPEAK Test to Become TAs
To be a TAs P
Yes 74.4% (29)
No 15.4% (6)
No response 10.3% (4)
Total 100.0% (39)
Rater Characteristics
Four raters participated in the rating for the TALE test. Table 67 shows the 
raters’ characteristics: test rating experience, teaching experience, first language, and
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academic major. Raters 3 and 4 are current SPEAK raters while raters 1 and 2 have no 
official test rating experience. However, raters 1 and 2 were selected on the basis of their 
teaching experiences. Both raters have pronunciation teaching experience at UIUC. All 
the participants’ major backgrounds are ‘Teaching English as a Second Language.’ Note 
that rater 2 is a nonnative speaker of English, but she was strongly recommended by the 
ESL supervisor because of her experience teaching ESL 504 for one year at UIUC.
Table 67





experience First language Major
Rater 1 None Teaching Pronunciation English TESL
Rater 2 None Taught Pronunciation Non-English TESL
Rater 3 Over 5 years SPEAK rater English TESL
Rater 4 Over 5 years SPEAK rater English TESL
Research Question 3-1
How did test-taker characteristics and their perceptions of test design and 
conditions affect test results?
In this section, I investigated how test-takers’ characteristics and test-takers’ 
perceptions interacted with test results. My purpose was to examine whether the test 
developers’ intentions on task development and the test-examinee interface design 
(attempting to control any construct-irrelevant variance regarding examinee factors) were 
achieved.
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Survey Results
Tables 68 and 69 show the survey results of the participants’ general perceptions
of the test content and design, and conditions related to test administration. Test-takers’
perception on these factors can affect their performance during the test, creating
construct-irrelevant variance. All but one of the participants (97.2%, 35 out of 36)
preferred the TALE test to the SPEAK test. Some of them expressed their general
satisfaction with the test content and design during the post interview:
It’s more TA-oriented and I am very familiar with the topics and tasks in the three 
contexts of the classroom, TA office, and TA meeting. Plus, I really like test 
design. It was really professional like TOEFL or GRE test. U h.... Blue color 
scheme was very comfortable and video clips and pictures were really helpful.
One participant gave a positive comment on the test format and design:
I am engineering major and use computer everyday. ... So I am very very 
comfortable with taking a computer-based test. When I took the TALE test, I felt 
navigation was smooth, and recording function was a piece of cake. ... If I am 
asked to choose one speaking test, I want to take this one because the topics are 
really related to TA’s life at school.
However, some test-takers expressed negative comments on the test itself and others
showed their dissatisfaction with the test delivery form:
I always feel high test anxiety in the test and my in-class test results were not 
good until now. I just like presentation type test or interview instead of this kind 
of test.
I don’t like talk to a machine. It makes me uncomfortable. So when I took the 
SPEAK test, I was embarrassed because there was no conversation partner or 
interviewer.
It is interesting that one participant mentioned some ethical concern about the test 
content:
When I took the SPEAK test, I felt some guilty because I was forced to make up 
stories. Although I was not familiar with the topics and content, I was pushed to 
say something like I knew or I pretend to know. That situation made my test 
anxiety high. That’s why I fail the SPEAK test. This new test is not bad because
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I know something about my real campus life. But I still felt some uncomfortable 
feeling during the test, ah, the TALE test.
Table 68 presents the participants’ perceptions of the test interface design of the 
TALE test. The items covers a) general satisfaction with the test, b) general design, c) 
consistency of the screen, d) text font face, e) color scheme, f) text font size, g) text 
allocation in the screen, h) text amount, i) color easiness, j) screen size, and k) navigation 
easiness. Note that any negative perceptions might cause some construct-irrelevant 
variance because the test-takers are hindered from demonstrating their full speaking 
ability (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Chapelle, 2001; Fulcher, 2003). The majority of the 
participants reported their positive satisfaction with all the factors, but some of them also 
indicated negative perceptions of color scheme (5.1%, 2 out of 39), its allocation (2.6%, 1 
out of 39), color easiness (2.7%, 1 out of 37), screen size (7.7%, 3 out of 39), and 
navigation easiness (2.7%, 1 out of 37).
Table 68
Test-takers’ Perceptions o f the Interface Design o f the TALE Test
Factors
Very





0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 18.4% (7) 71.12% (27) 10.5% (4) 38
General
design
0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.5% (4) 68.4% (26) 21.1% (8) 38
Consistency 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 76.3% (29) 23.7% (9) 38
Text font 
face
0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 12.8% (5) 56.4% (22) 30.8% (12) 39
Text color 0.0% (0) 5.1% (2) 17.9% (7) 51.3% (20) 25.6% (10) 39
Text font 
size
0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 12.8% (5) 61.5% (24) 25.6% (10) 39
Text
allocation
0.0% (0) 2.6% (1) 30.8% (12) 41.1% (16) 25.6% (10) 39
(table continues)
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Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High Total
Text amount 0.0% (0) 2.6% (1) 10.5%(4) 55.3% (21) 31.6% (12) 38
Color
easiness
2.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 13.5% (5) 51.4% (19) 32.4% (12) 37
Screen size 2.6% (1) 5.1% (2) 92.3% (36) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 39
Navigation
easiness
0.0% (0) 2.7% (1) 5.4% (2) 48.6% (18) 43.2% (16) 37
Note. (X) = frequency.
Table 69 presents the participants’ perceptions of external factors related to the 
test design. These factors deal with test interface design: context relevance to TA’s life, 
tutorial, test anxiety, noise, preparation and response time, test delivery form, and number 
of tasks in a test. The participants reported their general satisfaction with the context 
relevance (94.6%, 36 out of 38), tutorial (71.5%, 24 out of 39), and test delivery form 
(87.2%, 34 out of 39), but some of participants felt high or extremely high test anxiety 
during the test (28.2%, 11 out of 39) and were disturbed by noise in testing environment 
(29%, 11 out of 38). Some examinees (9.1%, 3 out of 33 and 31.5%, 12 out of 38) 
reported that preparation and response time were somewhat long or extremely long. In 
the end, the number of tasks in the test, more than half of the examinees (55.2%, 21 out 
of 38) felt that there were rather many tasks in the TALE test.
Table 69
Test-Takers’ Perception o f Test Conditions
F acto rs N o t a t all V ery  little  N eu tra l A  lo t E x trem ely  T o ta l
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Table 69 (continued)
Factors Not at all Very little Neutral A lot Extremely Total
Tutorial 0.0% (0) 5.1% (2) 33.3% (13) 48.7% (19) 12.8% (5) 39
Test anxiety 12.8% (5) 35.9% (14) 23.1% (9) 17.9% (7) 10.3% (4) 39
Noise 18.4% (7) 23.7% (9) 28.9% (11) 21.1% (8) 7.9% (3) 38
Preparation
time
0.0% (0) 6.1% (2) 84.4% (28) 6.1% (2) 3.0% (1) 33
Response
time
0.0% (0) 5.3% (2) 63.2% (24) 28.9% (11) 2.6% (1) 38
Number of 
tasks




0.0% (0) 5.1% (2) 7.7% (3) 76.9% (30) 10.3% (4) 39
With these survey results in mind, the results of statistical analysis of the 
relationship between test-takers’ characteristics and test results are reported in the next 
section.
Test-Takers’ Characteristics and Test Results 
In this section, I report repeated-measures ANOVA results about the relationship 
between test-takers’ characteristics and test results. For the relationship between the 
SPEAK test and the test results, regression analysis was applied. The following test-taker 
information was collected from the survey: (a) gender, (b) first languages, (c) majors, (d) 
preparation time to take the SPEAK test, (e) prior experience of taking the SPEAK test, 
and (f) SPEAK test score. The statistical analyses reported that grand mean of the test- 
takers’ performances was 47.65, with standard deviation of 4.17. The score range was 
from 39.25 to 60. N size was 39.
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Gender Effect
Table 70 first shows the mean scores of female and male groups. The mean score 
of female group was higher than that of male group. The repeated-measures ANOVA 
results for the effect of participants’ gender on the examinees’ performance are reported 
in Tables 71. The analysis included gender as a between-subjects factor and raters and 
tasks effects as within-subject factors. Table 71 first shows that the gender effect, is not 
statistically significant at the .05 level (F(l, 37) = 2.5, p = 0.12). This indicates that the 
means of males and females on the holistic scores were similar.
Table 70
Descriptive Statistics o f Gender Differences
Gender M SD n
Female 48.61 4.45 21
Male 46.53 3.63 18
Total 47.65 4.17 39
Table 71
Tests o f Between-Subjects Effects: Gender Effect
Source Type III SS df MS F Sig. Partial r^
Intercept 3508868.60 1 3508868.60 5237.69 .00 .99
Gender 1676.29 1 1676.29 2.50 .12 .06
Error 24787.30 37 669.93
Table 72 presents the results of Within-Subjects effects analysis to investigate 
interactions of raters, tasks, and genders. The F-test results show that the three-way 
interaction among raters, tasks and gender is not statistically significant (F(27, 999) = 
1.02, p = 0.44). Likewise, the two-way interactions of gender x raters and gender x tasks 
were not significant. For rater x gender, F(3, 111) = 0.72, p = .54: and for task x gender,
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F(9, 333) = 0.39 at p  = 0.94. These results indicate that the lack of gender differences 
was somewhat consistent across raters and tasks. That is, the raters’ scores on male and 
female were not significantly different across either raters or tasks. But the two-way 
interaction between raters and tasks was significantly different, F(27, 999) = 2.04, p = 
0.00. These results require us to disregard the significant main effects of raters and tasks.
Although there was no significant gender interaction with rater or tasks, the 
analysis results present significant main effects of raters and tasks as within-subject 
effects in Table 72; for rater effect, F(3, 111) = 38.50, p < 0.01; and for task effect, F(9, 
333) = 4.36, p  = 0.01. These results indicate that the test-takers’ scores across raters and 
tasks were not consistent. That is, certain raters show some leniency or harshness on the 
test-takers’ performances across tasks. We will revisit the rater and task issues in the 
next sections.
Table 72
Tests o f Within-Subjects Effects: Raters, Tasks Effect, Interactions
Source df MS F Sig. Partial t|z
Raters 3 3185.87 38.50 .00 .51
Raters * Gender 3 59.88 .72 .54 .02
Error(raters) 111 82.76
Tasks 9 111.76 4.36 .00 .11
Tasks x Gender 9 10.05 .39 .94 .01
Error(Tasks) 333 25.63
Raters x Tasks 27 31.89 2.04 .00 .05
Raters x Tasks x Gender 27 15.88 1.02 .44 .03
Error(Raters x Tasks) 999 15.63
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First Language Effect
The analysis results about first language effect may be meaningless in this study. 
Table 73 shows that the majority of participants were Koreans and Chinese, so that the 
severely unbalanced numbers of first languages made these results uninterpretable.
Table 73












Descriptive statistics of major field study are shown in Table 74. The mean score 
of the test-takers in Language-related majors was higher than other discipline fields. 
Table 75 reports the results of participants’ major effect as a main between-subject effect. 
The F-test results show that the main effect was significant, F(3, 35) = 4.423, p = 0.01. 
That is, the test-takers’ scores were not consistent across major field of study, so that 
their background knowledge as a construct-irrelevant variable could affect their 
performance.
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Table 74
Descriptive Statistics o f Majors
MAJOR M SD n
Language related 50.97 5.76 8
Liberal Arts and Social Science 47.81 2.95 12
Business, Econ related 48.54 3.70 6
Science and Engineering 45.04 2.62 13
Total 47.65 4.17 39
Table 75
Tests o f Between-Subjects Effects: Major Effect
Source Type III SS df MS F Sig. Partial vf
Intercept 3275150.28 1 3275150.28 5973.71 .0 0 .99
Major 7274.46 3 2424.82 4.42 .01 .28
Error 19189.13 35 548.26
Table 76 presents the results of Within-Subjects effects analysis to investigate 
interactions of raters, tasks, and majors. The F-test results show that the three-way 
interaction among raters, tasks and major is not statistically significant (F(108, 918) = 
0.80 at p = 0.93). The two-way interaction of major x raters was not significant (F(12, 
102) = 1.14 at p  = 0.34), but major x tasks interaction was significant, F(36, 306) = 1.67 
at p = 0.01. This result indicates that major effect across tasks was not consistent. That 
is, differences in test-takers’ scores across the tasks differed from major to major. For 
example, the mean score of Language related majors (M = 50.97, SD = 5.76) might be 
significantly different from that of Science and Engineering related majors (M = 47.65, 
SD = 4.17). The last two-way interaction between raters and tasks was also significantly 
different, F(27, 306) = 1.67 atp  = 0.01.
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The results involving main effect analysis for raters and tasks were presented in 
connection with the gender results previously, and they need not be considered again here. 
Table 76
Tests o f Within-Subjects Effects: Major, Raters, and Tasks Tests
Source df MS F Sig. Partial t|2
Raters 3 3054.81 37.73 .0 0 .53
Raters x Major 12 92.24 1.14 .34 .12
Error(Raters) 102 80.97
Tasks 9 106.42 4.58 .0 0 .12
Tasks x Major 36 39.38 1.67 .01 .16
Error(Tasks) 306 23.56
Raters x Tasks 27 30.99 1.94 .0 0 .05
Raters x Tasks x Major 108 12.71 .80 .93 .07
Error(Raters x Tasks) 918 15.98
Table 77 presents pairwise comparisons among the participants’ majors. The 
difference between language-related majors and Science and Engineering was significant. 
Mean difference was 5.93 at p = 0.01. The results of all other comparison were not 
significant.
Table 77
Pairwise Comparisons o f Major Effects










Liberal Arts and 
Social Science
3.16 1.69 .421 -1.57 7.88
Language
related




.421 -1.57 7.88 
(table continues)
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Table 77 (continued)










2.43 2 .0 0 1 .00 -3.17 8 .0 2
Science and 
Engineering










-.73 1.85 1 .00 -5.91 4.45
Science and 
Engineering





-2.43 2 .0 0 1 .00 -8 .0 2 3.17
related
Liberal Arts and 
Social Science
.73 1.85 1 .00 -4.45 5.91
Science and 
Engineering
3.50 1.83 .38 -1.61 8.61
Note. Based on estimated marginal means; The mean difference is significant at the .05 
level; an adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni; Cl = Confidence Interval.
Preparation Time Effect
Table 78 shows the mean scores of different length of SPEAK test preparation 
time. The mean score of ‘less than 6 month’ was the highest, but the longer test-takers 
prepared more the speaking test, the lower scores they achieved.
Table 78
Descriptive Statistics o f Preparation Time Effect
Preparation M SD n
0 - 0.5 year 47.94 5 4 0  24
0.6-1 year 47.86 2.34 9
{table continues)
195
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 78 (continued)
Descriptive Statistics o f Preparation Time Effect -
Preparation M SD n
1.1 - 1.5 46.75 7f\ 2
year
1.6-2 year 45.88 1.03 4
Total___________________47.65_______________________ 4 4 7____________ ;____________39____________
To analyze the main effect, the test-takers were regrouped into two: less than 6 
months and more than 6 months group. The analysis showed that the preparation time 
effect was not significant, F( 1, 37) = .296, p = 0.59. F-test results for the within subjects 
effects of raters, tasks, and preparation time showed that none of the main or interaction 
effects involving preparation time was significant.
SPEAK Experience Effect
Table 79 shows the mean scores of different experience of taking the SPEAK test! 
The mean score of ‘taking two times’ was the highest, but the test-taker group of ‘taking 
more than three times’ ranked the lowest.
Table 79
Descriptive Statistics o f SPEAK Experience
SPEAK experience M SD n
Never Aim 6.25 8
Taking lone time 48.19 4.62 12
Taking two times 48.58 3.69 9
Taking more than three 
times
46.60 1.51 10
Total 47.65 4.17 39
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A repeated-measures ANOVA showed that the experience effect was not 
significant, F(3, 35) = .0.45, p = 0.72. This indicates that the mean test performance of 
different experience groups was somewhat consistent.
Table 80
Tests o f Between-Subjects Effects
Source df MS F Sig. Partial T|
Intercept 1 3459505.35 4753.69 .0 0 .99
Experience 3 330.76 .45 .72 .04
Error 35 727.75 *
Investigating the interaction of experience with both raters and tasks, we found no 
significant effects.
Speaking Ability Effect
Data for comparing participants’ SPEAK test and TALE test scores used scores 
from 32 participants in Table 81. The mean score for the self-reported SPEAK test was
47.03, a standard deviation of 3.78. Comparable self-reported values for the TALE test 
were 48.17, and 4.13 respectively.
Table 81
Descriptive Statistics o f Speaking Ability Effect
Test M SD n
SPEAK 47.03 3.78 32
TALE 48.17 4.13 32
The correlation between the SPEAK and the TALE test scores was 0.738, p < 
0.10), indicating that the participants’ performances between the two tests were similar to 
each other. Note that only 32 participants reported their SPEAK test scores and the score
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of one native speaker of English was set as the highest score or 60 for the TALE rating 
standard.
In the next section, I report the results of correlation analyses between test 
performance and participants’ perceptions of factors related to test design and conditions 
Correlations Between Test-Takers’ Perceptions and Test Results
The results of correlation analysis between test-takers’ perceptions of test 
interface design and test conditions are reported in Table 82 and 83. The correlation 
coefficients of the design related factors listed in Table 82 indicate that there were no 
significant correlations between the factors and the test scores. See the correlation 
coefficients and their p values at the bottom in the table. However, some factors are 
highly correlated such that the correlation coefficient (r) of text allocation with 
navigation factor and directions was 0.69 and 0.63. It would be interpreted that text 
allocation for a task shown on a screen is highly correlated with navigation easiness and 
understanding of directions. The more complex text allocation is on a test screen, the 
greater the difficulty participants experienced on navigating to the next screen or 
understanding the directions.
The correlations of directions with screen consistency to other screens, color 
comfort, and text amount were significant. The correlations of picture with color comfort 
and text amount were also significant. The correlations of navigation with color comfort, 
directions, and pictures were significant.
Table 83 presents the results of correlation analyses of participants’ perceptions of 
the test condition factors with test scores. As with the design related factors, there turned 
out to be no significant correlation between the condition factors and the test scores.
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Only the correlation between preparation time and response time was only significant (r 
= 0.64, p < 0.01). It could be concluded that if test-takers have more preparation time, 
they would produce more organized responses. But Stansfield (1989) pointed out that if 
examines had long response time, their test scores were not improved. In the end, the 
correlation between number of questions and response time was significant at the 0.05 
level. Recalling the test-taker survey results, 31.5% participants (12 out of 39) felt that 
allowing 2 minutes response time was lengthy and 55.2% (21 out of 38) marked on the 
scale of ‘a lot’ or ‘extremely’ many number of tasks in the TALE test. These feedback 
and statistical analyses results need to be reflected in revising the next version of the test,
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Consistency .32 .04 .31 1
Color
comfort
,52b .20 .15 .69b 1
Text
allocation
.25 -.04 .53b .6 6  b .45b 1
Text amount .02 -.07 .15 .63b .59 b .55b 1
Direction .35a .14 .28 .56b .57 b .63b .55b 1
Picture .09 .1 0 .05 .41a .55 b .33b .44b .39a 1
Navigation .20 .13 .41a .34a .42b .69b .38a .42b .56 b 1
Screen -.04 - .1 0 -.11 -.01 -.05 - .1 0 .04 -.05 -.14 -.11 1
Test scores -.17 .12 .07 .25 .03 .13 .16 .05 .0 0 .08 .03 1
Note. Correlation coefficient and its p value for each factor are demonstrated in the table.ba Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 83
Correlations ofTest-Takers’ Perceptions o f External Factors With Test Results















Noise -.150 .085 1
Preparation
time
-.294 -.223 -.011 1
Response
time
-.278 -.264 .018 .639 b 1
Test form -.044 .123 -.146 .074 ■ -.023 1
Number of 
question
.0 1 2 .126 .146 -.305 -.362a .268 1
Test scores .041 -.170 - .0 1 2 .076 .025 -.047 -.196 1
Note. a Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Research Question 3-2 
How did test-takers’ contributions to task construction affect test results?
In this section, the effectiveness of test-takers’ contribution to task construction 
was investigated with regard to source and context effects disclosed by the results of 
auditing the test development process stated in the previous sections: research question 2 
and test development. The results of G-theory analyses are reported in the following 
sections. Shavelson and Webb (1991) pointed out that the power of G-theory is to 
partition multiple sources of error in a measurement in a single analysis. The analyses 
design was fully crossed random model with four raters and ten tasks.
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Contribution Source Effects 
The origin of each task was found such that tasks numbered 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 10 
were teacher developers’ endeavors; tasks numbered 8 and 9 test-takers’ contribution; 
and tasks numbered 3 and 7 were the products of their collaboration. To examine the 
source effect, G-theory analysis was carried out by aligning each task with the sources. 
The G-study was designed as a random effects model with two facets: raters and items. 
Our universe of admissible observations consisted of four trained raters and ten tasks of 
the TALE test.
Table 84 presents the results of unbalanced G-theory analysis with random rater 
and task effects. The variance component of sources was -0.058. The negative variance 
component value was regarded as zero following Brennan’s method (Shavelson & Webb, 
1991). That is, zero percent of total variance could be accounted for by the source 
variance component. It would be concluded that the team members’ contribution to task 
constmction in the TALE test was equivalently effective on the performance, regardless 
of whether the members were teachers or test-takers. In addition, the interactions of 
persons with sources or rater with sources contributed minimally to the total variation in 
the data. Stated differently, the results indicate that test-takers’ contribution should be 
treated without discrimination although they are treated as non-experts and have been left 
out from language test development.
Table 84
Variance Components fo r  Source Effect: [P x R x ( T : S) Random Design]
Effect_______________ Variance component________________________% of total variance____________
Person (p) 15.156 31.14
(table continues)
202
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 84 (continued)
Effect Variance component % of total variance
Rater (R) 7.71 15.84
Sources (S) 0 .0 0 0 .0 0
Task(T): S 0.48 0.98
pR 6.60 13.57
pS 0 .0 0 0 .0 0
pT : S 2.46 5.06
RS 0.38 0.77
RT : S 0 .2 0 0.42
pRC 0.13 0.27
pR T : S 15.55 31.95
Total 48.67 1 0 0 .0 0
Table 85 shows the results of a balanced G-theory analysis without the source 
effects as a follow-up study to the source effect study. The results indicate that the 
variance component of raters was 5.128 and accounted for 16.22% of the total variance 
so that the rater effect needed further attention. The results of the rater effect analyses are 
reported in the next section of interrater reliability. In the end, the variance component of 
task effect was 0.309 and the value can account for just 0.9% of the total error variance.
It would be concluded that the test results were somewhat consistent across tasks while 
the results were not consistent across the raters.
Table 85
Variance Components for P x R x T  Random Design
Effect Variance component_________ SE_________% of total variance
Persons (p) 15.12 3.90 31.3
(table continues)
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Table 85 (continued)
Effect Variance component SE % of total variance
Raters (R) 7.85 5.13 16.2
T 0.44 0.31 0.9
Pr 6.65 1.08 13.7
PT 2.40 0.51 4.9
RT 0.44 0 .2 2 0.9
pRT 15.64 0.69 32.2
Total 48.53 10 0 .0
Context Effects
The team members’ endeavors constructed the three contexts of a TA’s daily life 
(i.e., the classroom, the TA office, and the TA meeting), then assigned four tasks to the 
classroom context, and three tasks each for the TA office and TA meeting contexts. In 
this section, the results of the generalizability analysis are reported. These analyses were 
conducted to identify and quantify the influence of the contexts on the test-takers’ 
performances. The G-study was designed as a random effects model with three facets: 
raters, items, and context. Our universe of admissible observations consisted of four 
trained raters - three native speakers of English and one non English speaker.
From the G-study, which we first look at in Table 86, we obtained the estimated 
variance components including those for the context effect. The variance estimate for 
context was 0.00, indicating that the test scores were consistent across the three contexts. 
In addition, the variance components for the raters and tasks in Table 85 indicate the 
relative effects of the raters and tasks on their performances.
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Table 86
Variance Components fo r  Context Effect: P x R x  (T:C) Random Design
Effect df Variance component % of total variance
Persons (p) 38 15.13 31.0
Raters (R) 3 7.79 16.0
Contexts (C) 2 0 .0 0 0 .0
Tasks (T) : C 7 0 .6 6 1.4
pR 114 6.59 13.5
pC 76 0 .0 0 0 .0
p T : C 266 2.43 5.0
RC 6 0.25 0.5
R T : C 21 0.25 0.5
pRC 228 0.25 0.5
pR T : C 798 15.45 31.7
Total 1559 48.80 10 0 .0
Research Question 3-3
For Future Revision, What Do Test Developers Need to Consider with
Respect to Interrater Reliability and Task Difficulty Issues?
In this section, to answer the research question, the results of the repeated- 
measures ANOVA and Many-Facet Rasch Measure analyses are reported in order to 
investigate the interrater reliability, task difficulty, and bias across the test-takers’ 
performances in terms of validation studies. The research findings need to be reflected 
into the future revision of the test specs and software.
Interrater Reliability 
Reliability and Correlation among Holistic Scores and Function Scores
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With the large variance component for raters in the G-study analyses (16.2% of 
total variance) in mind, the interrater reliability was investigated. The results of the 
descriptive statistics of holistic and function scores are reported in Table 87 and 88. Note 
that the Function scores were presented consistent with the nature of the TALE test. As 
mentioned in the Test Development section, the tasks of the test were developed based on 
their specific intended functions. Hence, reporting the function scores and the correlation 
of the holistic scores with the function scores is meaningful. The intended function 
achievement could be measured as one of the representative features in the holistic scores 
described in the scoring rubrics.
Table 87 and 88 also show that rater 1 was the harshest on both holistic and 
function scores, which were 43.5, with 4.88 standard deviation, and 46.33, with 5.43 
standard deviation. The mean scores and standard deviation of other raters were highly 
similar to each other, but the standard deviation for rater 4 in both tables were the lowest 
(3.65 for holistic and 3.02 for function scores). Although rater 3 and 4 are current 
SPEAK test raters, they produced a little dissimilar rating patterns. It would suggest that 
the rater 1 and rater 4 are candidates to be retained, but further analyses were needed to 
investigate this presumption.
Table 87
Descriptive Statistics o f Average Holistic Scores
Rater M SD n
Rater 1 43.51 4.88 39
Rater 2 49.74 5.41 39
Rater 3 48.05 5.28 39
Rater 4 49.28 3.65 39
Mean 47.65 4.17 39
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Table 88
Descriptive Statistics o f Average Function Scores
Rater M SD n
Rater 1 46.33 5.43 39
Rater 2 51.64 5.77 39
Rater 3 48.59 5.31 39
Rater 4 50.33 3.02 39
Mean 49.22 4.07 39
Table 89 shows the reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) for each of the four 
raters separately and for average scores across all four raters for both holistic and 
function scores. All the reliability coefficients are greater than 0.90, providing strong 
evidence for the reliability of the ratings.
Table 89
Reliability (Cronbach Alpha) for Holistic and Function Ratings
Rating Whole Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 4
Holistic .97 .94 .93 .92 .90
Function .94 .93 .92 .91 .92
Table 90 demonstrates the correlation of holistic scores with function scores. All 
the correlations are significant at the 0.01 level. That is, the relationship between them 
was positively linear.
Table 90
The Correlations o f Holistic Score with Function Scores
HR1 HR2 HR3 HR4 FR1 FR2 FR3 FR4 HR FR ~  
HR1 1.00
HR2 .5 9 a 1.00
(table continues)
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Table 90 (continued)
HR1 HR2 HR3 HR4 FR1 FR2 FR3 FR4 HR FR
HR3 .79 .53 1 .00
HR4 .73 .65 .74 1 .00
FR1 .85 .52 .84 .74 1.00
FR2 .54 .88 .48 .53 .51 1 .00
FR3 .79 .55 .98 .75 .83 .50 1.00
FR4 .75 .55 .62 .87 .59 .45 .63 1 .00
HR .90 .81 .88 .89 .84 .71 .88 .78
FR .87 .77 .89 .84 .89 .77 .90 .75
Note. N size for each averaged sections is 39; a Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
(2-tailed). H = Holistic Scores; R = Rater.
Rater Harshness
Table 91 shows the results of the repeated-measures ANOVA with the within- 
subjects factors of raters (4) and tasks (10). In accordance with the descriptive statistics 
results shown in Table 87, the rating results involving the rater 1 were examined more 
closely by examining the data plots and the pairwise-comparison of the rater 
discrepancies. The results present the univariate tests of the rater and task effects. The 
main effect for the raters was significant, F(3, 114) = 38.49, p = 0.00. The next step 
would be to describe those differences.
Table 91
Tests o f Within-Subjects Effects fo r Holistic Scores
Source df MS F Sig. Partial x\2
Raters 3 3162.12 38.49 .00 .50
Error(Raters) 114 82.16
Tasks 3 3162.12 38.49 .00 .50
{table continues)
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Table 91 (continued)
Source df MS F Sig. Partial r|2
Error(Tasks) 342 25.22
Raters x Tasks 27 32.63 2.09 .0 0 .05
Error(Raters x Tasks) 1026 15.64
The plot shown on Figures 9 and 10 suggests that the mean score of the rater 1 
significantly decreased comparing with the other raters’ scores and that the change that 
occurs at the rater 3 was small relative to the change associated with the rater effect. The 
error bar plot in Figure 10 shows that there was significant difference from the rater 1 to 
the other raters because no overlap of the confidence interval was observed between the 
rater 1 and the others. But there were no differences between any of the raters 2, 3, and 








Figure 9. Estimated rater means for holistic scores.
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Figure 10. Estimated holistic means by rater, with 95% confidence interval error 
bars.
Table 92 presents the results of the post-hoc comparison analysis performed using 
the Bonferroni adjustment for the multiple comparisons. All the mean differences 
between the rater 1 and the remaining raters were significant, which is consistent with the 
confidence interval results shown on Figure 10. The remaining differences among the 
raters 2, 3, and 4 were not significant. It could be concluded that the mean ratings of 
raters 2, 3 and 4 were consistent across the test-takers’ performances while the rater 1 
judged more harshly than the others.
Table 92
Pairwise Comparisons for Raters







-6.23 .75 .00 -8.32 -4.14
-4.54a .54 .00 -6.03 -3.05
(table continues)
(T1 Raters Mean
(J) Raters difference SE Sig.(a)
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Table 92 (continued)
(I) Raters (J) Raters
Mean
difference SE Sig.(a)




4 -5.77a .49 .0 0 -7.12 -4.42
2 1 6.23a .75 .0 0 4.14 8.32
3 1.69 .83 .29 -.62 4.00
4 .46 .6 6 1.00 -1.37 2.29
3 1 4 .5 4 a .54 .0 0 3.05 6.03
2 -1.69 .83 .29 -4.00 .62
4 -1.23 .57 .2 2 -2.81 .35
Note. Based on estimated marginal means;a The mean difference is significant at the .05 
level; An adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
Figure 11 illustrates the rating patterns for each rater on the ten tasks. Other than 
the result that the rater 1 was harsher than the others, the figure gives more information 
about the interrater reliability issue. Although the multiple comparison results shown in 
Table 93 identified the rating discrepancy among the raters, it was difficult to recognize 
misfits among the raters. Further investigation was done in order to detect the rating 
misfits by means of the Many-facet Rasch analysis.
Note that the rating patterns for all the raters for the Tasks 1 through 5 were 
almost parallel, but the rest patterns from the Tasks 6 to 10 show far less consistency in 
the rating patterns. It could be suggested to closely examine the discrepant rating 
patterns from Tasks 6 to 10, because the cut-off score will be set in the score range from 
40 to 50, which is critical to judge ‘pass’ or ‘fail’ for the test-takers.
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Figure 11. The rating patterns on tasks by rater.
The Different Rating Patters From Tasks 6 to Task 10
First of all, the results of the repeated-measures ANOVA analyses shown in Table 
93 and Figure 11 reported that the rating results for Task 6 were the most discrepant. The 
Task 6 prompt was, “a student really enjoys your class and is interested in taking more 
courses with similar content. Suggest some other courses that your student might take 
and give some reasons for your suggestions.”
Tables 93 and 94 compare the raters’ scores on Task 6 with the mean scores given 
in Table 93 and multiple comparisons of the rater mean scores in Table 94. These 
analyses indicate that the mean scores between the pairs of raters 1 and 2, 1 and 4, 2 and 
3 were significantly different.
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Table 93
Descriptive Statistics o f Raters for Task 6
Rater M SD n
Rater 1 44.62 6 .0 0 39
Rater 2 51.03 7.18 39
Rater 3 46.67 7.72 39
Rater 4 49.49 4.56 39
Total 47.95 6.37 39
Table 94
Pairwise Comparisons o f Mean Differences o f Raters for Task 6
Mean
95% confidence interval 
for difference(a)
(I) Rater (J) Rater difference (I-J) SE Sig.(a) Lower bound Upper bound
1 2 -6.41a 1.19 .0 0 -9.72 -3.10
3 -2.05 1.05 .35 -4.98 .873
4 -4 .87a .963 .0 0 -7.55 -2.19
2 1 6.41a 1.19 .00 3.10 9.72
3 4.36a 1.46 .03 .30 8.42
4 1.54 1.14 1 .00 -1.62 4.70
3 1 2.05 1.05 .35 -.87 4.98
2 -4 .36a 1.46 .030 -8.42 -.30
4 -2.82 1.04 .058 -5.70 .062
Note. Based on estimated marginal means;a The mean difference is significant at the .05 
level; a Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
Examining the task difficulty of the task might help us understand the discrepancy. 
All the raters’ expectation was ‘easy’ and 56.4% (22 out of 39) of the test-takers 
identified the task as ‘easy’ or ‘very easy’ in the follow-up survey. Only one test-taker 
indicated that the task was ‘difficult.’
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It is also possible that the required cognitive level in the DOK dimensions was the
level three - ‘reasoning’ so that the test-takers experienced heavy cognitive load with the
requirement to provide some rationale for their suggestions. For the dissimilar rating
patterns, raters’ comments might enhance our understanding. First, the raters’ various
expectations of the test-takers’ responses are based in part on the raters’ previous
experiences. The raters 1 and 2 worried that the raters did not strictly follow the scoring
rubric. That is, the raters applied ‘socio-linguistic competence’ to their rating, although
the development team discarded ‘socio-linguistic competence’ from our scoring rubric.
As the rater 2 and 1 gave comments on the different patterns;
As to the task 8 ,1 think that raters might have disagreed on the reasons of grading 
provided by the test-takers. All the raters are teachers as well, so the content and 
the reasoning might have played a role. As to task 10,1 think there is a lot of 
socio-linguistic competence involved in this answer, related to asking someone to 
do you a favor. So, various raters considered something polite and acceptable, 
while others had higher expectations in this sense [rater 2],
I teach Oral Communication and am therefore very aware of how to carry out 
functions appropriately. I tended to score students lower if they did not carry out 
the task in a culturally/functionally appropriate way. For me this was very 
important considering that these would be potential TA and a major component of 
effective teaching is interaction well with people not just mastery in a field of 
study [rater 1],
A rater assumed the test-takers’ unfamiliarity with the context as an influencing
factor. Rater 2 also commented the following:
I thought that Task 9 and 10 would be the most difficult ones, especially 9 
because most of the test-takers have not taught before and this question asks them 
to make a judgment about what they would do in a difficult situation, that is hard 
in real life and at the same time to focus on being accurate and effective in 
English.
Another possible answer for the discrepancy was the raters’ various criteria even 
on the same tasks. A rater provided some reverse opinions as follows:
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Task 6 is very loosely defined. A test-taker with little but clear production could 
receive a good score from one rater for clarity, but a poor score from another rater 
for lack of development. I consider 8 a rather difficult task, which should separate 
the good speakers from the poor ones. I think there should be homogeneity in the 
rating, so I cannot explain the lack of it. Number 10 should not be too difficult, as 
long as the speaker has average ability, but could be somewhat difficult for a 
lower-intermediate speaker. I think lack of homogeneity among raters reflects 
variables such as short calibration time, unfamiliarity with the test questions, and 
personal issues [rater 3].
10 was the easiest task for me to rate since functional completeness was the most 
important feature of this response. If a responder didn’t complete this task in an 
appropriate manner -  realizing that this is a big request -  I marked them lower. I 
basically put myself in the position of the TA being asked to change and if I felt 
offended or felt the request was to direct or the requester being manipulative or 
demanding I marked them lower [Rater 1],
Finally, a rater retraining might be a good resolution for the rater discrepancy. As 
rater 4 mentioned:
It may be because we didn't calibrate as well as we should have. It may also be 
that the raters each had different expectations (which could have been solved by 
better calibration). Overall, I don't know if individual differences matter much on 
a question-to-question basis as long as overall interrater reliability was looked at 
(in a general sense) [rater 4],
In the next section, the findings of the repeated-measures ANOVA analyses are 
reinforced by the Many-facet Rasch analysis by exploring the rater severity/leniency, task 
difficulty, and bias caused by interactions among the test-takers, raters, and tasks.
Rater Misfit
Lynch and McNamara (1998) suggested use of the Many-facet Rasch 
measurement analysis as a compensatory tool to the G-study with the intention of 
collecting the specific information on individual examinees, tasks, and raters, because the 
G-study analysis provides only general information on the estimated error variance on the 
facets and their interactions (the results of D-study analysis is reported in the next 
section). The information given from the FACETs analysis should be incorporated by the
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decision makers to guide revision of our test, test specs and test software, and to improve 
the training and certification of raters (Lynch & McNamara, 1998; Lumley & O’Sullivan, 
2005).
Figure 12 illustrates summary information with a visual representation of the 
analysis of all of the facets included in the analysis: examinees, raters, and tasks. The 
first column contains the logit measure, a common scale upon which all results have been 
placed. The distribution of the examinees’ scores is shown in Column 2, where it can be 
seen that the distribution is almost normal. Column 3 indicates the raters’ harshness or 
severity. Column 4 demonstrates the distribution of the task difficulty. Column 5 is the 
rating scale used for the original ratings.
The results of the analysis of the rater behaviors are consistent with the 
descriptive statistics results in Table 87 above. The reliability of estimated differences in 
severity between raters was 0.99. Table 95 shows that rater 1 was harsher than other 
raters.
The logit for rater 1 was -0.8 and that for the least harsh rater 2, -3.63. The range 
of difference was almost 2.78 logits. To identify rater misfits, McNamara (1996) 
suggested that the misfit for these data could be recognized by the logit value of Mean 
Square Infit greater than the mean plus twice the Standard Deviation, which indicates 1.6 
logits. Following his suggestion, no misfit for raters was found in this analysis.
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Table 95











2 -3.63 18800.0 49.5 1.3 3
4 -3.42 18620.0 49.0 0.7 -5
3 -2 .8 8 18140.0 47.7 1.2 2
1 -.85 16370.0 43.1 0 .8 -2
M -2.69 17982.5 47.3 1.0 -0.3
SD 1 .1 0 .0 0 961.7 2.5 0.3 3.7
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Figure 12. Result summary of the FACET analysis.
Task Difficulty
In the previous sections, the results of the G-study analysis presented that the 
variance component of the task facet was 0.44, which is, the facet accounted for only 
0.9 % of the total variance. But the result of the test of Within-Subjects effects in the
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repeated-measures ANOVA analyses presented that the task effect was significant (see 
Table 92). This result probably reflects the fact that the F tests are extremely powerful, 
so that even trivial effects would be declared significant.
Table 96 shows the mean scores, standard errors, and score variance for each task. 
Recall that the grand mean of the test-takers’ performances was 47.65, with standard 
deviation of 4.17, ranging from 39.25 to 60. The most difficult task was task 3, Mean =
46.4, with SD = .88 the greatest SD, ranging from 44.6 to 48.2. The easiest task was 
Task 4, Mean = 49.4, with SD = .67 the least one, ranging from 48.0 to 50.7. The results 
of the FACETs analyses also show the same outcomes with a visual representation of the 
task difficulty in Column 4 shown on Figure 12. Figure 13 depicts the mean scores 
across the tasks. The consistency of these means supports the conclusion that it is the 
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Figure 13. Mean scores for tasks.
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Table 96
Descriptive Statistics for Test Results
Task M SE
95% confidence interval 
Lower bound Upper bound
1 46.47 .83 44.79 48.16
2 47.69 .70 46.28 49.10
3 46.41 .88 44.64 48.18
4 49.36 .67 48.00 50.72
5 48.21 .77 46.64 49.77
6 47.95 .76 46.41 49.49
7 47.31 .74 45.80 48.81
8 47.63 .73 46.14 49.12
9 47.89 .78 46.31 49.46
10 47.56 .81 45.93 49.20
M 47.65 .77 46.09 49.21
To examine the task facet farther, the results of the Many-Facet Rasch Model in 
Table 97 are reported. The Infit Mean Square and Z standard deviation values for the 
whole tasks indicate that there was no misfit on the task facet. The criterion for the task 
misfit was 1.2 logit calculated from the Mean and SD for the Infit Mean Square in Table 
91. Once again, it is appropriate to conclude that on the average test-takers’ 
performances was consistent across all task, in spite of the significant mean score 
differences among the tasks.
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Table 97













3 -.56 .17 7000 46.1 1.0 0
1 -.53 .17 7140 47.0 1.1 1
7 -.16 .17 7140 47.2 1.0 0
10 -.04 .17 7180 47.2 0.9 0
8 -.01 .17 7190 47.3 0.9 0
2 - .0 2 .17 7200 47.4 1.0 0
9 .11 .17 7230 47.6 1.1 0
6 .14 .17 7240 47.6 1.1 1
5 .25 .17 7280 47.9 0 .8 -1
4 .78 .17 7450 49.1 0 .8 -1
M .0 0 .17 7193 47.3 1.0 -0 .0
SD .36 .0 0 125.0 0 .8 0.1 1.1
Table 98 shows the means, standard deviation, and score ranges of test scores, 
test-takers’ and raters’ perceptions of the task difficulty. There was discrepancy between 
the mean scores of test-takers’ perception (Mean = 45.84, SD = 1.31) and the test results 
(Mean = 47.65, SD = 4.17). The correlation (r = 0.183, p = .272) between them also 
showed the same results. That is, there was no significant correlation between them. 
These results indicate that there was a misfit between the test-takers’ perceptions of the 
task difficulty and test-takers’ real performance. The misfit also addresses the test- 
takers’ misunderstanding of the speaking features that the TALE test requires although 
the test-taker developers involved in the test development. It could be suggested that 
score report should include some reasonable explanations about the test scores to resolve
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the mismatch so as to silence the test-takers’ complains about lack of validity of the 
TALE test.
Table 98
Summary for the Mean, SD, Lower and Upper Bound o f Test Scores and Task Difficulty
Difficulty type M SD Lowest Highest








Tables 99 and 100, and Figure 14 and 15 present the results of task difficulty 
analysis perceived by the test-takers and raters. The test-takers perceived Task 5 - 
advising about a student’s application to a graduate college - as the most difficult task (M 
= 44.05, SE = 1.25). The analysis results of the post test interviews explained that their 
shorts residence in the academic setting being tested might limit their experience of 
advising to students in the TA office so as to increase the difficulty.
The raters expected Task 7 - defending student’s complaints against TA’s grading 
on their essay test scores with a video aid - as the most difficult one (M = 30). Based on 
their previous experience, the raters assumed that the language functions for this task - 
defining and persuading - asked somewhat heavy cognitive loads for the test-takers to 
interact to the task.
However, the test-takers’ real performances were disagreed with these results 
(See the mean scores in Table 95). The mean scores for Task 5 or 7 were not the lowest 
one pointing out that there was an understanding gap between the test results and the task 
difficulty perceived by the test-takers and raters. It would be regarded as a negative false
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of the task difficulty interpretation. That is, the test-takers and raters found the task 
difficulty of the tasks more difficult than the real test scores. But this misfit may not 
cause the test-takers’ complaints about the gap, but the experts’ feedback on their scores 
could help them fill the understanding gap.
The test-takers specified Task 4 - explaining about an office hour change with a 
picture support - as the easiest one (M = 48.38, SE = 1.195) in accordance with the 
descriptive statistics results in Table 95.
Table 99
Test-Takers’ Perceived Difficulty o f Tasks
Tasks M SE
95% confidence interval 
Lower bound Upper bound
1 45.95 1.42 43.06 48.83
2 45.41 1.43 42.51 48.30
3 45.14 1.26 42.57 47.70
4 48.38 1.20 45.95 50.80
5 44.05 1.25 41.51 46.60
6 46.76 1.17 44.39 49.12
7 45.68 1.32 43.01 48.35
8 45.68 1.58 42.48 48.87
9 46.22 1.31 43.57 48.86
10 45.14 1.20 42.70 47.57
Mean 45.84 1.31 43.18 48.50
Table 100
Raters’ Perceived Difficulty o f Tasks
Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Difficulty 45.0 45.0 42.5 50.0 45.0 45.0 30.0 35.0 32.5 32.5
Note. M  = 40.25
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Figure 14 and 15 represent the fluctuations for test-takers’ and the raters’ 
perceptions of task difficulty. The dissimilar fluctuation patterns for Tasks 7, 8, 9, and 10 
may explain the different rating patterns among raters shown on Figure 11 above.
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Figure 15. Raters’ perceived difficulty of tasks. TASKNUM = Task number.
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For further investigation, the following two tasks were selected: the most difficult 
task (Task 3), and the easiest one (Task 4).
The Most Difficult Task
The results of both the repeated-measures ANOVA and the FACETs analyses 
shown in Table 95 and Figure 10 above found Task 3 the most difficult. The prompt of 
Task 3 was:
Define a term or concept from your field of study. After you finish the definition, 
check your students’ comprehension by asking them a basic comprehension 
question about the term or concept you defined. For example, “communicative 
competence” is a concept that speakers of a language have to have more than 
grammatical competence in order to be able to communicate effectively in a 
language; they also need to know how language is used by members of a speech 
community to accomplish their purposes.
This finding was against both raters and test-takers’ expectations. The mean 
score of the raters’ expectations of the difficulty of Task 3 in the rater survey was 42.5, 
which means ‘Neutral’ difficulty. The test-taker survey results reported in Table 101 
contradicted the test results in that 53.9% (21 out of 39) of the test-takers perceived the 
difficulty as ‘easy’ or ‘very easy’. The disagreement in that their perceptions was not 
significantly correlated with test results, r = -.095, p = .57 > .05.
Table 101
Test-Takers ’ Perceived Difficulty o f Tasks in the TALE Survey
Very Difficult Difficult Neutral Easy Very Easy Total
0 .0 % (0 ) 10.3% (4) 35.9% (14) 43.6% (17) 10.3% (4) 39
The content analysis results in the Test development chapter and raters’ 
comments on the task difficulty for Task 3 helped us to resolve the complexity. The 
content analysis for the task indicates that the cognitive level in the DOK dimensions 
stated for this task was level one as a simple defining activity or level three in case the
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test-takers perceived the language functions of the task as a concept defining as a think
strategy so as to increase their cognitive demands.
The rater survey results showed that the raters interpreted that the unfamiliarity of
both the test-takers and raters with the test situation might support this result. As the
rater 1 commented about the result;
Most students never talk but write in their field, and that increases the chances of 
mispronouncing a lot of words, and thus lowering their scores.
As the rater 1 also provided a comment on this;
I guess task 3 may have been difficult because it takes real skill to take something 
you are very familiar with and explain it in a way that makes sense to someone 
who is not familiar with the same concepts or terminology. This is a very 
important skill for a TA/teacher to have. They cannot assume that their students 
know as much as they do.
Finally all the raters insisted that the definition language function for the task as 
an essential skill in the classroom to be a TA and test-takers must master the function to 
pass the speaking test as well as to be successful at American colleges.
The Easiest Task
The easiest task was Task 4 according to the results of both the repeated-measures 
ANOVA and the FACETs analyses shown in Table 95 and Figure 10 above.
The content analysis results in the Test development chapter indicated that the 
required cognitive level for the task in the DOK dimensions was level one as ‘recalling’ 
so as to make test-takers’ cognitive demand light and its requested number of sub-tasks 
were two: an explaining and offering. These activities seemed quite easy for the test- 
takers to best perform their English speaking capabilities. The prompt of Task 4 was 
“you have an important meeting tomorrow during your regularly scheduled office hours. 
Explain to your students that you will not be having office hours and offer them an
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alternative. Examples of an important meeting: a departmental Brownbag seminar, an 
appointment with your advisor, an important exam, a conference, etc.”
For the task difficulty, Table 102 shows that all the raters evaluated it as ‘easy’ 
and 66.7% (26 out of 39) of the test-takers perceived this task as ‘easy’ or ‘very easy’ in 
the post test survey although only 3 test-takers expressed their perceptions of the 
difficulty as ‘very difficult’.
Table 102
Test-Takers’ Perceived Difficulty o f Task 4
Very Difficult Difficult Neutral Easy Very Easy Total
7.7% (3) 0 .0 % (0 ) 33.3% (13) 46.2% (18) 20.5% (8 ) 39
As the two raters gave comments on the task;
As to Task 4, the simple structures needed to say “I am not here today but will be 
on that day” could be a possible explanation of why this was the easiest [rater 2]. 
Task 4 is easy because it is not technical and can be a more informal interaction 
[rater 1].
Bias Analysis
In this section, the results of the bias analysis using the Many-FACET Rasch 
analysis are reported in order to identify the unique patterns of the interactions of the 
three facets (i.e., rater, examinee, and task). The patterns mean a consistent deviation 
from what we would expect in the test data matrix (Lumley & O’Sullivan, 2005).
Rater x  Examinees Bias
A bias analysis was carried out for the rater and examinee interactions. Tables 
103 and 104 present the results to identify the consistent patterns of overgenerous or 
harsh ratings of specific raters across all examinees. The two facets analyzed were the 
rater and examinee as measured by the individual assessment criteria used for each
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examinee. This bias analysis detected the significantly biased interactions between them 
indicated by a Z-score exceeding plus or minus 2, as shown in Column 9 of the table: a 
positive Z-score exhibited negative bias on raters stated in Column 1; a negative Z-score 
exhibited positive bias on raters in Column 1 (Lynch & McNamara, 1998).
Table 103



























2 .93 30 -3.83 600 595 .50 1.47 -2.04 .1
2 .18 27 -.49 540 533.3 .67 .62 -4.78 1.1
3 .18 14 -1.03 530 523.7 .63 .63 -4.40 0.9
3 .18 4 -3.42 580 574.0 .60 .79 -3.22 0.9
2 .93 19 -1.81 550 545.2 .48 .62 -3.27 0 .8
2 .93 36 -1.14 530 525.8 .42 .63 -3.05 0.9
1 -1.84 1 -2.15 490 485.3 .47 .68 -2.75 0.4
1 -1.84 2 -2.26 490 485.6 .44 .68 -2.59 0.3
2 .93 13 -1.36 530 526.2 .38 .63 -2.70 0 .8
1 -1.84 6 -1.14 460 455.9 .41 .61 -2 .6 8 0.9
1 -1.84 7 1.98 390 385.9 .41 .72 -2.05 0.4
2 .93 33 -1.25 520 517.0 .30 .6 6 -2.13 0.7
4 .73 23 .76 470 466.4 .36 .63 -2.17 0 .8
2 .93 34 -2.91 560 556.6 .34 .64 -2.08 1.1
3 .18 33 -1.25 440 443.3 -.33 .62 2 .0 0 0 .8
2 .93 2 -2.26 480 483.1 -.31 .65 2.23 0.7
2 .93 16 -1.25 450 454.0 -.40 .61 2.65 0.7
2 .93 21 -.49 430 434.3 -.43 .65 2.52 0.9 
{table continues)
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3 .18 23 .76 390 393.2 -.32 .72 2.43 0.5
2 .93 7 1.98 380 383.3 -.33 .65 2.71 0 .6
2 .93 10 -1.47 450 454.5 -.45 .61 3.01 0.9
4 .73 30 -3.83 500 504.4 -.44 .70 2.73 0 .0
2 .93 1 -2.15 460 464.9 -.49 .61 3.49 0.7
3 .18 29 -.08 390 395.2 -.52 .72 3.59 1.6
3 .18 27 -.49 390 396.3 -.63 .72 4.16 0.5
2 .93 4 -3.42 470 476.9 -.69 .63 4.82 0.9
Table 104
Significantly Biased Ratings, by Rater, RATER x Examinee Interactions
Rater
Number of significantly 
biased ratings
% of all significantly 
biased ratings
Rater 1 4 15.4
Rater 2 14 54.8
Rater 3 6 23.0
Rater 4 2 6 .8
Total 26 1 0 0 .0
The bias analysis inspected a total of 152 rater-examinee interactions (four raters 
x 38 examinees). Note that the score of the native speaker of English (the benchmark for 
the highest score in the scoring rubric) were eliminated by the analysis. Hence, the total 
numbers of the examinees became 38. The results in Table 104 show the number of 
significant bias was 26, or 17.1% of the total. Recalling the results of the G-study in 
Table 85, the person-rater interaction accounted for 13.7% of the total error variance.
229
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
The results of both statistical tools were highly similar to each other. The significant 
biased interactions in Table 104 are not evenly distributed. The Rater 2 was biased by 
the 14 interactions with examinees or 54.8% of the rater’s rating had diverse tendency 
compared with other ratings. In contrast, for the rater 4, there were only 2 biased 
interactions (6.8%). These results were identical to our discussion about the discrepant 
rating patterns in the previous section. It could be concluded that rater 2, with its greatest 
standard deviation, showed the greatest diversity of rating across examinees. In contrast, 
the rater 4 produced the opposite rating tendency against rater 2, recalling its smallest 
standard deviation. It could be concluded that rater 4 was little influenced by different 
examinees so that the rater behaved with a highly similar pattern across examinees. The 
rater was not effective in distinguishing the examinees’ English proficiency. Therefore, it 
could be suggested that both rater 2 and rater 4 enter the rater-retraining process.
Rater x Task Bias
The bias analysis for the 40 rater-task interactions was done. Significant bias 
indicates raters’ rating behaviors in responding to identified tasks different from other 
raters and different from other tasks. The results in Table 105 show the significant bias 
was only two, or 5% of the total (two out of 40). The significantly biased interactions in 
the table are not evenly distributed. Raters 1 and 3 were biased by the different tasks.
That is, the identified raters consistently produce the different rating tendency against the 
other raters. Recall the G-study results that the rater-task interactions accounted for 0.9% 
of the total variance. The outcomes of the two statistics were almost agreed to each other.
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Table 105
Significantly Biased Ratings, by Rater, Rater x Task Interactions
Rater Task Obser Discre
Rater severity Task difficulty -ved Expected -pancy Standard Z Infit
ID (logit) ID (logit) score score (logit) Error -score MS
3 .18 6 -1.27 1760 1766.6 -.17 .33 2 .2 0 1.6
1 -1.84 10 - 1.10 1570 1576.4 -.17 .35 2.24 0.9
Examinees x  Task Bias
The bias analysis inspected a total of 380 examinee-task interactions (38 
examinees X 10 tasks). Likewise the rater-examinee interaction above, the native 
speaker of English was deleted from this analysis. The significant bias means that 
examinees’ performances were consistently responding to the identified the tasks 
different from other examinees, and different from his or her own behavior with regard to 
other tasks. The results in Table 106 show significant bias was 12, 3.1% of the total. 
Recalling the result of the G-study in Table 85, the person-rater interaction accounted for 
13.7% of total variance. The results of both statistical analyses were highly similar to 
each other! The significant biased interactions in Table 106 were not evenly distributed. 
The rater 2 was biased by the 14 interactions with the examinees or 54.8% of the rater’s 
rating had the diverse tendency against others. In contrast, for the rater 4, there were only 
two biased interactions (6.8%). This result is almost the same as the G-study results.
The examinee-task interactions accounted for 4.9% of the total error variance.
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Table 106


























19 -1.81 6 -1.27 2 2 0 217.3 .67 1.06 -2 .6 6 0 .8
31 -1.92 1 -.61 2 1 0 207.8 .54 1 .00 -2.34 0 .6
6 -1.14 1 -.61 2 0 0 198.1 .47 1.03 -2.03 0.3
9 -.39 5 -1.39 160 162.1 -.54 1.06 2.15 0 .2
34 -2.91 8 -1.13 180 182.2 -.54 1 .02 2.35 0.5
19 -1.81 5 -1.39 170 172.4 -.60 1.03 2.54 0 .6
1 -2.15 10 - 1 .10 170 172.5 -.61 1.03 2.59 0.7
14 -1.03 9 -1.25 160 162.6 -.65 1.06 2.62 7.3
3 .76 1 -.61 130 133.3 -.83 .83 3.71 0.7
8 -.49 10 - 1 .10 150 153.0 -.74 1 .00 3.19 1.7
38 -1.92 4 -1.92 170 173.0 -.75 1.03 3.17 0 .6
19 -1.81 1 -.61 150 153.7 -.93 1.00 4.02 1.8
Research Question 3-3
For Future Revision, What Do Test Developers Need to Consider with
Respect to Interrater Reliability and Task Difficulty Issues?
Based on the statistical analysis results above, a G-study was carried out without 
the rater 1, the most discrepant rater. The D-study, a G-theory analysis, was also carried 
out to improve the efficiency of cost and time in the language test development.
However, it could be suggested that the presumption with the rater 1 must be investigated 
in further research after all the raters are gone through the future rater-training. There is 
still a possibility of misleading of the remaining raters.
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No Rater 1 Effects
Table 107 show the results of G-study carried out without rater 1 who was the 
most discrepant one. The analysis result indicated that no rater 1 effect was outstanding 
that the variance component for rater effect decreased to 0.48, with 0.54 standard error. 
That is, this variance component accounts for only 1.14% of the total variance. Recall 
that the variance component including the rater 1 was 7.85, with 5.128 standard error, 
explaining 16.2% of the total variance in Table 85. Without the rater 1, the person effect 
was the major errors, variance component = 13.82, with 3.89 standard error, which 
accounted for 32.83% of the total variance.
Table 107
Variance Components Without Rater 1
Effect Variance component Standard error % of total variance
Persons (p) 13.82 3.89 32.83
Raters (R) 0.48 0.54 1.14
T 0.30 0.30 0.72
Pr 7.75 1.50 18.42
Pt 3.18 0.71 7.56
Rt 0.45 0.28 1.08
Prt 16.10 0.87 38.25
Total 42.09 1 0 0 .0 0
Shavelson and Webb (1991) pointed out the contributions of G-theory and D-
study:
A major contribution of G-theory is that it permits a decision maker to pinpoint 
the sources of measurement error and change the appropriate number of 
observations accordingly in order to obtain a certain level of generalizability. 
Decisions are then made concerning which of these sources are small enough to 
be ignored or, better, which sources permit a reduction in the number of relevant
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observations in the subsequent Decision Study without significantly reducing the 
generalizability coefficient (reliability).
Given the analysis results of the effects of the Rater and Task facets, the 
dependability of the test scores was examined in order to find an appropriate or economic 
estimate of the reliability or dependability coefficients by a series of combinations of the 
number of the raters and tasks shown in Table 108. Lynch & McNamara (1998) 
addressed that “the G-coefficient are parallel to the reliability coefficients in the classical 
test theory and represent the degree of accuracy with which we can generalize from 
examinees’ observed score to their universe scores calculated with a relative error terms. 
The corresponding PHI coefficients indicate the degree of dependability that exists for an 
observed score as representing the individual test-takers’ domain score with an absolute 
error term” (p. 167).
The results of the D-study including all the raters are reported in Table 108. The 
results indicate that the number of tasks were not a major effect to obtain a reasonable 
dependability estimates. The combinations of the two raters with the number of tasks 
ranging from five through ten present little increase of the dependability estimates. The 
combination of three raters with five tasks achieved an acceptable G-coefficient (.80) and 
PHI estimates (.70) according to Shavelson and Webb (1991). Following current school 
rating policy for the SPEAK, two raters must grade one examinee’s speech sample. The 
PHI estimates for two raters in Table 108 were not acceptable.
234
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 108
Reliability/Dependability Estimates for Various Tasks and Raters
Tasks
R = 2 
Gen. 
Coeff. PHI
R = 3 
Gen. 
Coeff. PHI
R = 4 
Gen. 
Coeff. PHI
R = 5 
Gen. 
Coeff. PHI
5 .74 .62 .80 .70 84 .75 .8 6 .79
6 .75 .63 .81 .71 .85 .76 .87 .79
7 .76 .63 .82 .72 .85 .77 .88 .80
8 .77 .64 .83 .72 .8 6 .77 .88 .81
9 .77 .64 .83 .72 .86 .78 .89 .81
10 .78 .64 .84 .73 .87 .78 .89 .81
Note. Gen. = generalizability. Coeff. = Coefficient.
Table 109 represents the results of the D-study analyses without the rater 1 as a 
future reference. The reliability and dependability estimates show the distinct 
improvement in this analysis condition. As a result, the G-coefficient (.72) and PHI 
estimate (.70) for two raters with seven tasks turned out to be acceptable. The estimates 
of the combination of two raters with five tasks were also generously acceptable.
Table 109
Reliability/Dependability Estimates for Various Tasks and Raters Without Rater 1
Tasks
R = 2 
Gen. 
Coef PHI
R = 3 
Gen. 
Coef PHI
R = 4 
Gen. 
Coef PHI
R = 5 
Gen. 
Coef PHI
5 .69 .6 8 .76 .75 .80 .79 .8 6 .79
6 .71 .69 .78 .77 .81 .81 .87 .79
7 .72 .70 .78 .77 .82 .81 .88 .80
8 .72 .71 .79 .78 .83 .82 .88 .81
9 .73 .72 .80 .79 .83 .83 .89 .81
10 .73 .72 .80 .79 .84 .83 .89 .81
Note. Gen. = generalizability. Coeff. = Coefficient.
235
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Research Question 3-4
How did Validity Arguments Evolve in the Test Development
Process?
The language test development for the TALE test has been a validation 
enhancement process. Through the development process, the validation arguments have 
been gathered using the audited spec-driven test development framework embedding 
transparent characteristics. That is, the revisions of the test product along with its test 
specs are flexible responding to the diverse stakeholders. See Tables 9, 31, and 34.
Tables 110, 111, 112, and 113 presents the validity argument elements (purpose 
of the test, validity considerations, decisions, and validation decisions) had evolved from 
the beginning of the development practice to the end. These validation arguments in the 
table were gathered from the test specs for each phase. The evidence was demonstrated 
for the design, development, and implementation phase in the table.
Table 110
Validity Argument Evolution o f Purpose o f the TALE Test
Type____________Design phase_____________ Development phase_________ Implementation phase
Inference 1. To measure TAs’ 1. To measure TAs’ 1. Tasks and the test
speaking ability, it is 
important that use of 
language should be
speaking ability, it is 
important that use of 
language should be
delivery form were 
designed to elicit 
ratable speech sample 
from examinees.relevant or authentic to 
appropriate TLU 
domains.
relevant or authentic to 
appropriate TLU 
domains.
2. Do not measure
examinees’ content 
knowledge or ideas,
b u t  s p e a k in g  ab il i ty .
3. Tasks and test delivery 
form are developed to 
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Table 110 (continued)
Type Design phase Development phase Implementation phase
Use 1. Use the test a low-
stakes, it is possible to 
make the test evolved 
as a high-stakes one.
1. Administer the test as a 1. Enhancing validity of
low-stakes test 
provisionally.
2. Evolving to high- 
stakes in the end.
3. Enhancing validity of 
the test with regard to 
test development.
the test with regard to 
test administration.
Enhancing validity of 
the test with regard to 
score report.
Impact Providing the examinee
with relevant and authentic 
tasks better than the SPEAK
Providing the examinee 
with relevant and authentic 
tasks better than the 
SPEAK.
Providing the examinee 
with relevant and authentic 
tasks better than the SPEAK 
test
Table 111
Validity Argument Evolution o f Validity Considerations
Type Design phase Development phase Implementation phase
Inference 1.
2 .
What is a good 
speaking test?
The test constructs 
must be defined as 
generally applicable 
across contexts of 
language use.
1. Test specs must reflect 1. Construct-irrelevant
all the feedback and variance must be
decisions. controlled in advance
of the implementation.
2. External and internal 
Mandates for the test 
development must be 
reflected.
3. Task topics must be as 
relevant and authentic 
as possible for the
ITAs daily routines in 
their academic settings.
4. Language functions for 
tasks must be as 
relevant and authentic 
as possible for the
ITAs’ daily routines in 
their academic settings.
5. Construct-irrelevant 
variance must be 
minimized.
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Table 111 (continued)
TyPe Design phase Development phase Implementation phase
Use
7. Which delivery format 
is appropriate?
1. The TALE test must be 
provisionally used as a 
low-stakes test.
2 .
The TALE test must be 1. 
provisionally used as a 
low-stakes test.
Test development must 
be transparent on 
stakeholders’ feedback. 2 .
Test administration 
must be fair to the all 
examinees with aims of 
minimizing construct- 
irrelevant variance.
Test scores must be 
understandable for 
examinees and score 
users.
Impact The study provides a valid 
test development process 
from the beginning of the 
test development with the 
concept of validity front- 
loading^_________________
Obtaining valid test 
development process from 




Validity Argument Evolution o f Design Decisions





Definitions of a good 
speaking test were 
given in the spec.
TLU domains were 
defined for language 
uses in the classroom, 
in the office, and in the 
TA meeting.
Topic or content 
relevancy was added to 
test spec as a key term.
Language functions 




Tasks were developed 
following the blueprint 
and consideration 
decisions.
Test delivery format 
was decided without 
database and network 
connections. Hence, the 
test software 
development was 
restricted as a stand­
alone format.
VB 6.0 was selected as 
a development tool
Internal decision was 
made on separating test 
delivery forms into a 
semi-direct test and a 
face-to-face test.
Test procedure was 
strictly planned and 
was inspected in 
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Table 112 (icontinued)
TyPe Design phase Development phase Implementation phase
Inference 5. Design consideration 
factors were decided 
following the criteria 




increasing test anxiety, 
test delivery format, 
preparation and 
response time, rich 
audio-visual supports 
and examples, good 
interface design, etc.
6 . All the test specs were 
written and audit- 
trailed.
7. A web-based computer- 
delivered test was 
chosen and some rules 
for good interface 
design were set up.
Use 1. Test administration 
procedure was 
developed to be a low- 
stakes test.
2. Audited spec-driven 
testing framework was 
adopted in test 
development.
3. Group dynamics study 
investigated team 
members’ role in their 




were applied to the test 
administration 
procedure.
Rich feedback was 
provided to the 
examinees.
Impact All the decision making 
should be done through 
interacting with several 
stakeholders, especially, 
test-takers. Responding to 
test-takers’ needs at this 
phase could show a new 
language test model based 
on the TTRT framework.
All the decision making 
should be done through 
interacting with several 
stakeholders, especially, 
test-takers. Responding to 
test-takers’ needs at this 
phase could show a new 
language test model based 
on the paradigm of TTRT 
framework.
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Table 113
Validity Argument Evolution o f Validation Decisions
Type Design phase Development phase Implementation phase
Inference 1. Verify the TLU 1. Justify the reflection 1. Verify the plans and
domains represent the using audit-trail inspection process.
TAs’ daily routines in method.
their college-level
academic settings. 2. Verify the use of
technology for a
2. Verify the effect of speaking test
topic relevancy development.
depending on various
examinees’ proficiency 3. Verify the equivalence
levels. between the different
test forms.






5. Verify the technology
use and quality of the
test design.




perception of the test
scores with test results.
Impact All the decision making All the validation decisions
should be done through should be based on the
interacting with several consideration of test
stakeholders, especially, purpose and stakeholders’
test-takers. Responding to benefit as well as theoretical
test-takers’ needs at this considerations. This
phase could show a new validation decision making
language test model based process could show a new
on the TTRT framework. validation study model.
As a wrap-up of the validity arguments evolution, Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) 
‘Usefulness analysis table’ was used in the evaluation phase of the development practice. 
See the usefulness analysis table in Table 35 in the Test Development chapter. The
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usefulness table was modified by Chapelle (2001) and used in the research of Chapelle et, 
al. (2003) asserting that “the validity argument is a means for systematically presenting 
the positive and negative theoretical and empirical rationales that speak the validity of 
testing outcomes. Such an argument should guide those who are evaluating the rationales 
and evidence to do so in view of the concerns and values of the profession” (p. 428).
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CHAPTER SIX 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The purpose of this study was to investigate test-takers’ behaviors in the language 
test development and their contributions to the test development, based on the concept 
TTRT. The concept was used to empower test-takers as active test developers along with 
teachers in the test development process. Based on the concept, I proposed a democratic 
language test development and validation models. In the development model, the test- 
takers, who have been powerless in language test development, were empowered and 
participated in developing a web-based speaking test for ITAs at UIUC. By articulating 
their needs in the test development, they amplified the authenticity of topics, content, and 
other test conditions in their local academic contexts. The objectives were also to 
examine a new validation model in which validity evidence gathering and its justification 
was periodically carried out from the beginning of the test development to the end. The 
needs analysis recognized the test-takers’ needs in the SPEAK test at UIUC at the 
beginning of the development, by examining their contributions to test design and 
validation considerations of task construction and test administration. These 
contributions were investigated using group dynamics and audit trail analysis (See Li, 
2006), which revealed the team members’ roles and their contributions in their 
interactions and power relations. Finally, test validity was also investigated using 
qualitative and quantitative statistical analyses of the test-takers’ scores and feedback to 
reveal about their contributions to the use of the test product in a local academic context.
This study became a balancing act between the original motivations that brought 
me to this work (what I here call ‘beliefs’) and the actual findings that emerged (what I
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here call ‘added values’). This chapter first describes the comparison between my beliefs 
and the added values that can be reasonably asserted based on the findings. The chapter 
then summarizes the main findings of the present study in a more traditional rhetoric: 
from one research question to the next, including also the traditional discussions of 
limitations and of implications for practice and for future research.
Belief Versus Added Value 
As the complexity of test development unfolded, my belief and the reality of my 
findings became confounded. I would like to wrap-up this complexity with careful 
partitioning of my belief and the added value inferred from the current research. This 
was derived from the application of the concept TTRT into language test development to 
provide an ideal test development process and validation model in that the TTRT was 
supported with little previous literature. The belief, in part, was supported in the current 
research, but some parts yet remain as belief ... and as hope.
Definition o f Belief
Belief is simply defined as “the mental act, condition, or habit of placing trust or
confidence in another or mental acceptance of and conviction in the truth, actuality, or
validity of something” (Microsoft Bookself 2.0). Colman (2001) defines a belief as:
Any proposition that is accepted as true on the basis of inconclusive evidence.
A belief defined belief as “a belief is stronger than a baseless opinion but not as 
strong as an item of knowledge. More generally, belief is conviction, faith, or 
confidence in something or someone.
In the current study, I coined the concept TTRT, based on my proposition that 
test-takers have the capabilities to be active members in language test development to 
develop a valid language test by articulating their needs of a target test and by providing
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their real life examples as samples of tasks for the test product. I also proposed the terms, 
‘expertise front-loading’ and ‘authenticity front-loading’ at the beginning of the test 
development to assure the capabilities of the development team members including the 
test-taker developers in the current study.
Definition o f Added Value 
A simple definition of ‘added value is “something which makes a product more 
appealing to customers in marketing (Microsoft Bookself 2.0). Soanes and Stevenson 
(2004) provided the definitions of ‘added value’ as “the amount by which the value of an 
article is increased at each stage of its production, exclusive of initial costs or the addition 
of features to a basic line or model for which the buyer is prepared to pay extra”.
In this study, the added value is defined as the additional value or contributions 
directly infered or found from the research on the test-takers’ behaviors and their 
contributions in developing the TALE test and in gathering validity arguments in both the 
test development process, on its administration and about its applicability to the local 
setting of the research. The notion of added value could be designated as the findings 
from the research in a simple sense.
The Distinction Between my Belief and Added Value 
My belief that is test-takers’ participation in language test development was 
molded into the foundation of the preparation stage of the research. I had to set up a 
framework for the test development in both theoretical and practical bases. The 
theoretical basis was to build the ground for the test development in applying the new 
concept TTRT. I used that as the umbrella term encompassing the entire test 
development process. The process of building the foundation was to create the elements
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of the structure of the test framework. This process was the induction of building my 
belief from my personal observations and learned facts accumulated through study of the 
relevant research literature, and most importantly, from my experience as a non-native 
speaker of English who had to show my full English ability to be a TA at UIUC.
The added value was discriminated from my belief with the valid evidence and 
arguments found from the current study. The process was applied to reveal about the 
test-takers’ behaviors and contributions in the test development and validation studies. 
The findings of the study in part evidenced my belief, but some of my belief still remains 
for further research as suggestions.
My Motivations to the Test Development
As a non-native speaker of English, I had to take several high-stakes English tests 
such as the TOEFL, TOEIC, GRE, TSE, the SPEAK test at UIUC, etc. Whenever I had 
to take the high-stakes tests which affected my future, I dreamed of myself as a test 
developer to create new high-stakes tests of my own. When I took the SPEAK test in 
2000 to show my full English ability to be a TA at UIUC, I wanted to give some 
feedback on the test to improve the quality of the test to the school authority. Although I 
passed the test, I was suspicious of test validity of the test, because I thought that some 
topics in the test such as map directions and picture story telling were not appropriate in 
academic settings; some questions required content knowledge and opinions; some 
logistical problems such as no preparation time and short response time increased my test 
anxiety. These were confounded in the test so as to make the anxiety far higher. In 
addition, I have always been a person who has high test anxiety, especially for in-class 
tests. If I failed any test, I usually felt that the validity of the test was partly at fault.
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At the time that I took the SPEAK, I concluded that the test measured my ideas or 
knowledge rather than my English speaking capability. I also worried that the local 
school authorities taking charge of the test would not improve the test by resolving those 
test-takers’ grievances on the test validity. In fact, the local authorities were as powerless 
as the test-takers: neither had authority to change the content of the SPEAK.
So, the concept TTRT was my desire to reflect test-takers’ needs in the test by 
allowing them to participate in the alternative speaking test development, considering the 
limitation of the tester’s reflection of test-takers’ feedback which is what many scholars 
recommend (e.g., Alderson et. al, 1995; Bachman and Palmer, 1996; Fulcher, 2003). In 
particular, Bachman (2005) insisted that although it is impossible to resolve all the 
construct-irrelevant variance which test-takers may face in language tests, testers must 
attempt to reduce the variance by doing their best at reflecting test-takers’ feedback in 
developing language tests. If testers want to achieve high test validity for their test 
products, they are responsible for the accountability to respond to the test-takers’ claims 
(Shohamy, 2001).
However, is it possible for the testers to reflect all the claims in developing 
language tests? Can the test development be ethically conducted excluding test-takers in 
test development process? I am concerned with the polarities between testers and test- 
takers in that the testers who are native speakers of English might not thoroughly 
understand what test-takers are in test situations. I believe that testers who experienced 
being test-takers could fill the gap between the polarities even though I agree with 
Bachman’s assertion above. Therefore, the application of the concept TTRT was my 
assumption inductively raised from my experience in taking the several high-stakes tests
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and from my motivation to fill the gap by involving test-takers in the speaking test 
development.
Let me now proceed through the major motivations and phenomena of this study, 
point-by-point. I will clarify the relative role of belief and added value for each.
Stakedness, Test Development, Test validation, and TTRT
Belief
The concept TTRT was provisionally applied to a low-stakes speaking test 
development. However, it could be suggested that the concept is applied to a high-stakes 
test development for the following reasons: First, the stakes of a test varies according to 
decision making on the use of the test (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Roever, 2001). 
Regardless of the stakes decisions, the sequence of test development process might be the 
same and test administration procedures should be different (Roever, 2001). For example, 
the SPEAK is the non-secure version of the TSE released by ETS (ETS, 2002). This is an 
example of dissimilar use of the same test. That is, the speaking test was originally 
released as a low-stakes measure (ETS, 2000), but the SPEAK test is actually being used 
as the high-stakes test for the purpose to screen IT As at American colleges. Second, the 
concept TTRT was coined by adopting the concept CoRT which Behuniak (2002) 
proposed to target high-stakes large-scale tests development. The difference between 
them was whether test-takers directly participate in test development or not. Hence, the 
TTRT was implicitly applied to high-stakes test development. Third, the validation 
model used in the TALE test development was rigorous enough to apply to high-stakes 
test development. Even though Chapelle et. al (2003) pointed out that low-stakes tests 
may not require rigorous validation process, the validity arguments gathering and their
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justification were periodically conducted through the TALE test development.
Validation studies were also carried out using the test-takers’ test scores and feedback. 
However, all the arguments on the application to the high-stakes test should be justified 
in further research.
Findings
The concept TTRT turned out to be effective in the low-stakes testing situation. 
The TALE test was used as a low-stakes test in the current research. First of all, the test 
results were not conveyed to any test score users such as the school authorities who are 
decision makers affecting the test-takers’ future. Second, the test development process 
targeted to a low-stakes test. During the development process, the security level of the 
test was set as low by allowing anonymous authentication. The test-takers did not 
provide their own identification information such as their ‘netID’ or ‘password’ for the 
authentication process in the TALE test. In addition, the test administration procedure 
was less secure than the SPEAK test in that the testing place was two multi-purpose 
computer labs at UIUC, and there were no secured testing booths in the testing sites. 
Third, the validation arguments were gathered from the low-stakes situation so that the 
arguments might be inappropriate for high-stakes tests. In particular, the ‘Usefulness 
analysis table’ for the wrap-up of the validation studies about the use of the test 
performances was constructed using the data collected from the low-stakes test situation.
Topic Relevance and Test-Takers’ Proficiency Level
Belief
I asserted that topic relevance to the academic setting was the primary factor in 
achieving authenticity in the tasks of the TALE test regardless of test-takers’ English
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language proficiency. According to Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Douglas (2000), 
content representativeness of tasks indicates authenticity in the tasks obtained from 
specific language use in the TLU domains where a test is operational. The test 
development team intended to provide authentic tasks by obtaining the topic and content 
relevance to the ITAs’ routines in their academic life. The task authenticity was 
accomplished using the topics, content, and context pertinent to college-level academic 
settings. The contexts of the tasks were set to the following three academic settings: the 
classroom, the TA office, and the TA meeting. All the topics and content were selected 
by the teachers and test-takers’ daily life in the academic setting. The team also chose 
the language functions in the tasks which occurred in these contexts. It could be 
concluded that the specificity of the topics and content of the tasks positively affected the 
test-takers who were potential ITAs by obtaining the authenticity in the tasks.
Findings
The results of the current study showed the following evidence: First, the content 
analysis of the needs analysis found a mismatch between the original purpose of the test 
and its use of some tasks of the SPEAK test. The topics and content of half of the tasks 
of the test might not be directly related to academic settings. According to the results of 
the needs analysis survey, the team discarded some irrelevant topics and content in the 
SPEAK test in the TALE test (e.g., map direction related questions, picture story telling 
related questions). In the needs analysis interviews, seven of the total ten participants 
pointed out the importance of the topic and content relevance in academic settings in 
terms of test validity. Second, in the post test survey, 95.2% (40 out of 42) answered that 
the three contexts of the TALE test were greatly related to their own life in academic
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settings. Nine participants in the post interviews (ten in total) preferred the TALE test to 
the SPEAK and all but one of the participants (97.2%, 35 out of 36) wanted to take the 
TALE instead of the current speaking test. Some commented that the topics and content 
familiarity positively affected their performances. Therefore, it could be suggested that 
the TALE test supported an accommodated measure for those test-takers based on the 
findings about the relevance issue.
However, the effect of topic and content relevance of the tasks in the TALE test 
should be cautiously discussed in terms of the test-takers’ English language proficiency 
levels with the following reasons: First, it was not intended to investigate the relationship 
of the relevance to their proficiency levels because of the difficulty of recruiting 
sufficient numbers of subjects. Rather, my intentions were to investigate test-takers 
needs in the SPEAK test and its reflection into the TALE test development. The 
validation studies of the new test were carried out with a composite category of the test- 
takers although some test-takers in the surveys and interviews of both the needs analysis 
and post test evaluation were concerned with the issue. My focus was not on the test- 
takers in the main test or the needs analysis, but on the test-takers’ behaviors and 
contributions in the development team. Nevertheless, this issue is worth examining in 
further study. Second, in the main test, the subject sample sizes according to the English 
proficiency levels were statistically insufficient to apply hypothesis statistical analysis to 
the study. 51.3% (20 out of 39) of the total participants were the border-liner whose test 
scores were just below the cut-off score and 28.3% (11 out of 39) passed the test. Even 
though the relationship between the topic and content relevance and test-takers’ English
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language proficiency was not the main concern in the current study, it could be 
interesting research for further study.
Expertise and Authenticity Front-Loading ofTest-Takers Team Members
Belief
I proposed these terms at the beginning of the test development process as the 
foundation assumption of the application of the concept TTRT. Based on these 
assumptions, the ADDIE test development model was adopted to the TALE test 
development. The deduction was done for the test-takers’ capability assurance as active 
team members at the beginning of the development and continuously effective to the end. 
To examine the effect of this application, I investigated the test-takers’ roles and 
contributions in the team using group dynamics and audit trail analyses. It could be 
concluded that the deduction of the concept TTRT and its application assured the test- 
takers developers of the expertise front-loading as well as the authenticity front-loading 
in language test development.
Findings
It could be possible that the effects of test-takers’ participation in the language 
test development was limited if I discussed the findings excluding the power of team. In 
the current study, the test-takers’ roles and their contributions in the development team 
were examined with the two audit data, which were written and audio recordings. In 
particular, their behaviors were examined in the interactions with teachers and their 
power relations. Hence, the findings should be interpreted in regards to the power 
structure of the team. That is, the test-takers’ contributions needed to be discussed 
considering the integration of the teacher effect. The team consisting of both teachers
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and test-takers developed the TALE test benefiting from the power of group in that the 
team members influenced each other through active interactions in the discussions and 
consensus process in developing the test. In particular, the team members relied on the 
PL and T l ’s expertise in language testing in the discussions. Some degree of deference 
of both teachers and test-takers to them were continuously observed in the discussions. 
This was an evidence of the existence of power structure in the team. The power relations 
were almost positively linked to the synergy effect of the team although one test-taker 
withdrew her participation from the team. Therefore, the reported findings in the Results 
section need to be interpreted, acknowledging the fact that the front-loaded expertise of 
the team members as well as the front-loaded authenticity of the test product were 
accomplished owing to the entire collaboration of the team members in developing the 
TALE test.
Closing Remarks
In this study, I intended to focus on the test-takers’ behavior and their 
contributions in the test development process, but the complexity of language test 
development evolved into a confounding between my beliefs and added values supported 
by the findings. This integration was caused by lack of previous literature supporting the 
effectiveness of test-takers’ participation and their behaviors in language test 
development. I believe that this study opens dialogue between language testers on the 
test-takers’ statuses and their value in language testing.
Let me now present a more traditional discussion of findings, by coverage of each 
research question and by discussion of research limitations and implications.
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Summary of the Findings and Discussions 
Research Question 1
1. How can the content analyses of the SPEAK and the needs analyses be used to 
help guide the test development process?
2. To what degree are the needs analysis results reflected in the TALE test?
This question was answered by the results of the needs analysis with the test-
takers of the SPEAK and their reflection into the TALE test development. The content 
analysis results using the reverse-engineered test specs of the SPEAK indicated that the 
following findings might lower content validity of the use of the SPEAK in academic 
settings:
First of all, the content analysis with the reverse-engineered specs of the SPEAK 
found a mismatch between the purpose and use of the test in a local academic context. 
The GD in the test spec showed that the SPEAK was developed to assess the test-takers’ 
ability of general English language communication. Second, the analysis results found 
that the topics, content, and context of the SPEAK were not highly related to academic 
settings whereas the language functions utilized in the test turned out to be frequently 
used in academic settings. More than half tasks did not commonly occur in academic 
settings and the others’ relevance seemed to be dependent on majors. Third, DOK levels 
of the SPEAK were well distributed - i.e., seven level one, three level two, and two level 
three. Fourth, the needs analysis revealed test-takers’ needs of the SPEAK in terms of 
the fo llo w in g  p oten tia l factors in creasin g  task  d iff ic u lty  o f  the SPEAK tasks: zero  
preparation time for some task, requiring prompt content knowledge or ideas for some 
tasks, and decontextualized tasks. These factors were regarded as candidate construct- 
irrelevant variance in the speaking test.
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The results of the needs analysis survey and interviews show the following needs 
of the test-takers who were 36 ESL 504 and 506 students and the SPEAK tutees: topic 
and content relevance of the test tasks to academic settings, test-taker friendly test 
administration environment such as face-to-face interview form as the test delivery 
method, sufficient preparation and response time for some questions, sufficient examples 
to help them activate schema knowledge for some questions, and reasonable feedback in 
the score report, and frequent test administration.
The findings gathered through the needs analysis and the content analysis were 
reflected into the test development. First, the development team developed the speaking 
features of the scoring rubric according to the following needs analysis results: 63.9%
(23 out of 36) of the total participants in the needs analysis survey addressed the 
importance of fluency and accuracy -  i.e., pronunciation/accent/rhythm; 75% (27 out of 
36) pointed out the importance of coherence (organization of speech). Functional 
competence was included into the scoring rubric because the test development team 
valued its importance in the function-based nature of the TALE test. The team also 
decided to adopt the score scales (ranging from 20 to 60) and the form of descriptors in 
the scoring rubric which are can-do statements from the SPEAK scoring rubric.
Second, the team selected the topics of the TALE test based on the needs analysis. 
In particular, the results of the needs analysis survey indicated that map and picture story 
questions were irrelevant to academic setting. 44.4% (16 out of 36) of the total 
participants pointed out the irrelevance of the map questions; 41.6% (15 out of 36) 
addressed the irrelevance of the picture story questions. Following the results, the team 
discarded the two question types from the TALE test.
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Third, based on the analysis results, the theme of the TALE test was set as ‘TA’s 
daily routines in their academic settings’ -  i.e., the classroom, the TA office, and the TA 
meeting. The team created ten tasks and assigned them into the three contexts.
Fourth, the needs analysis results showed that some participants were concerned 
about the following test design factors: test anxiety, noise, preparation time, response 
time, number of tasks, and test delivery form. In particular, 79.4% (27 out of 34) of the 
participants were concerned about short preparation time; 64.7% (22 out of 34) response 
time. Based on the needs analysis and literature review, the following test design 
considerations for the TALE test were decided: one minute preparation time, two minutes 
response time, ten tasks, a web-based semi-direct test delivery format, a maximum 
number of four test-takers taking the test per test slot, rich audio-visual supports and 
examples, a role-play format, and context preset-up.
The findings about topic and content relevance were supported by Bachman and 
Palmer (1996), Douglas (2000), and Bachman (2002). As they pointed out, this problem 
was related to the authenticity in the test tasks leading to test validity. The results of the 
post test survey and interviews showed that the tasks in the new test were greatly 
congruent with the academic TLU domains as Bachman and Palmer (1996) defined the 
TLU domain as ‘a set of specific language use tasks that the test-taker is likely to 
encounter outside the test itself, and to which we want our inferences about language 
ability to generalize’ (p. 44). This authenticity of topic and content of the tasks of the 
SPEAK might affect some test-takers’ performances. In particular, the test-takers whose 
scores were below the cut-off score (50 of 60, the highest) and even some who passed the 
test were concerned with the degree of the relevance and supported the specificity of the
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topics, content, and contexts of the TALE test in the survey and interviews. 51.3% (20 
out of 39) participants were the border-liners and 28.3% (11 out of 39) passed the test. In 
the sense, the TALE test provided an accommodation to the border-liners whose test 
scores fell on the border-line of the cut-off score. Note that this issue was not intended to 
investigate in this study and this argument can be limitedly generalized because of small 
sample size.
However, some test-takers who passed the test did not show any preference nor 
even disagreed with the topic and content specificity, as Davies (2001) insisted that test 
tasks for a language proficiency test had to be broadly related to some social domain. His 
argument disagreed with the theme of my project in some aspects, but this is acceptable 
because tests need various difficulties of tasks in aspects of topic and content familiarity 
to discriminate test-takers’ proficiency efficiently (Wainer, 2000). To understand this 
issue, test-takers’ English proficiency levels should be more closely considered. As 
mentioned above, two or three test-takers’ who passed the exam were silent on the topic 
and content relevance in the needs analysis surveys and interviews. One of them never 
remembered the topics of the test while the majority of the participants were concerned 
about the topic and content relevancy and other test design considerations, but this issue 
was not examined in depth.
Nevertheless, the TALE test showed its potential to provide a valid measure for 
the test-takers. 81.6% (31 out of 38) of the total participants in the post test survey 
preferred taking the TALE test to the SPEAK test. The test-takers’ performance were not 
significantly different across their gender, first languages, preparation time to take the 
SPEAK test, and prior experience of taking the test, while only their major backgrounds
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were significantly different on their scores (F(3, 35) = 4.42, p = 0.01). The means of the 
TALE test (M = 48.17, SD = 4.13) and the SPEAK (M = 47.03, SD = 3.78) were similar 
and the correlation coefficient between them was 0.74 (p < 0.10). However, the assertion 
should be carefully interpreted. I suggest that more investigation on the quality of the 
new test is needed with sufficient numbers of subjects from diverse populations and 
longitudinal data in terms of test validity and reliability.
Research Question 2
1. What did the group dynamics study reveal about the test-takers’ roles in their 
interactions and power relations as members of the development team, and 
how did the roles evolve?
2. What did the group dynamics study in the audited spec-driven testing reveal 
about test-takers’ contributions in assembling the validity arguments?
The group dynamics study with two audits in the audited spec-driven test 
development revealed about the team members’ roles in their interactions and power 
relations. The study also investigated test-takers’ contributions to task construction, 
along with the validity arguments gathered from test specs and their justification process.
Through the audit-trail analysis, group characteristics of the team were examined. 
First, group development of the team was developed to the norming stages, which is the 
third stage of Tuckman’s (1965) model. The features of the stages in the team were 
characterized by cohesiveness in terms of the team members’ interpersonal relations. All 
the members’ contributions to group progress and tasks were acknowledged and internal 
conflicts were resolved. In addition, group leadership w a s shared among the members. 
The group norm of the team was “everybody contributes to group tasks.” Until the group 
development was developed to the norming stage, the team experienced some conflicts 
and there were blockers who interrupted the group progress in the discussions.
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There existed a power structure in which one teacher as an information giver was 
one of the power holders which other members respected due to her status and knowledge 
about the SPEAK. The teacher took the top of the power structure with the project leader 
(the researcher). The other members occupied their positions in the power structure, 
actively interacting with others. In the power relation, a test-taker who dominantly 
interacted with the team members challenged the power holder, and two test-takers were 
relatively quiet at the first audit, but their roles evolved through the test development.
One of the quiet test-takers changed her role from a follower to a compromiser and 
became one of the greatest contributors. These test-takers’ behaviors facilitated the 
group progress and tasks. Nevertheless, the quietest one withdrew her participation from 
the team. It could be assumed that the test-taker’s drop-out was because of the limitation 
of test-takers as well as her personal matter. Considering the different behaviors of the 
test-takers in the team, it could be concluded that some test-takers actively claim the 
authority as test developers. At the same time, others are not only entitled to be, but are 
automatically, empowered when test developers allow them to join in the test 
development process.
The findings of the group dynamics on the team members’ roles were aligned 
with their contributions to task construction and design consideration determinations 
gathering the following validity arguments with the two audit data. First, one test-taker 
(SI) as a standard-setter contributed to reshaping the purpose of the TALE test for ITAs. 
Second, the test-taker (SI) as a standard-setter and another one (S2) as a follower 
contributed to focusing on the test characteristics decisions on topic and content 
relevancy to academic settings. Through interactions with teachers, their contributions
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were to set the theme and the three contexts of the test. Third, all the test-takers 
interacting with one teacher contributed to making some decisions on reducing test 
anxiety. Two test-takers, one follower (S2) and one self-confessor (S3), articulated their 
negative feelings and experiences in taking the SPEAK on some points: the test delivery 
format, lack of authenticity in tasks, and short preparation and response time.
Test-takers’ contributions in assembling the validity arguments were also 
investigated for the second audit. Some changes of the team members’ roles were 
noticed at the observation. First, one test-taker (S2) as a standard setter and another as 
compromiser contributed to developing the speaking constructs of the scoring rubric.
The test-taker who was a follower at the first observation changed her role surprisingly to 
a compromiser, one of the dominant contributors to this evidence gathering. Third, the 
two test-takers (SI and S2) insisted that the audio supports were given with scripts and 
the video clips were played twice without scripts. Fourth, the quiet test-taker was one of 
the greatest contributors in removing ‘socio-linguistic competence’ from the rubric 
through the discussions.
In sum, some group development characteristics were resolved while some of 
them were unresolved. Those resolved were: impatience to ‘get the ball rolling’, general 
anxiety, confusion about what everybody was supposed to be doing, vying for informal 
leadership, requests for more leader involvement, and interpersonal conflicts. Those 
unresolved were: safe levels of conversation, power relations, and team leader’s 
involvement or interruption.
Davidson & Lynch (2002) stated that individuals in a team could be labeled with 
diverse group roles. In fact, the team members’ roles were differently observed by the
259
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
researcher and the team members. Different from Salazar’s (1995) notion of “ambiguity” 
as cited in Davidson and Lynch (2002), the ambiguity within groups was not limited to 
group members’ dissimilar amount of information and complexity of tasks. Rather, the 
ambiguity of the team was the degree of understanding of the group roles from test- 
takers’ perceptions. I was suspicious of some members’ understanding of the definitions 
of the group roles because some members’ observations on group roles of the members 
were never supported by the audit data.
In the end, the degree of the test-taker empowerment in the development team 
should be understood in terms of the power of team. Until now, I asserted that the test- 
taker empowerment in developing the TALE test enhanced the validity of both test 
development process and test product. This argument is only effective when their 
contributions are discussed with those of teachers and the collaboration between them. 
The argument is weak with the fact that one test-taker withdrew her participation from 
the test development because of several reasons. I found that one of the reasons was her 
lack of expertise in language testing and low English language proficiency and the other 
reason was the limitation of test-taker in the power relation in the development team. In 
collaboration with teachers, the test-taker empowerment was effective to facilitate group 
progress. Note that T1 took the top place in the power relation of the team and the test- 
takers and other teachers showed their deference to the teacher. Therefore, the 
contribution partition should be discussed in terms of the teamwork of both parties and 
the power relation and structure in the team.
I also noticed that the expertise of the team in language testing was insufficient 
during the test development. For example, most team members felt an amount of
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difficulty in understanding the speaking skills of the rubric when we developed the 
scoring rubric for the TALE test. In particular, one test-taker whose major was not 
related to language testing became silent in the second discussion, but she had the 
dominant interactions with other teachers at the first audit. In contrast, the other test- 
taker changed her role to an important contributor from a follower. Her discipline 
background was Teaching English as a Second Language. The team could not determine 
the speaking constructs of the rubric at the second meeting. In the end, the PL 
constructed the rubric based on the discussion with the team members. However, 
personal resources of the group members were not fully utilized in the development due 
to the limited development time. Davidson and Lynch (2002) pointed out that “the best 
design and best intentions may be doomed to failure if personnel resources cannot be 
shifted to allow sufficient time” (p. 118). Nevertheless, the team succeeded in producing 
the test and in gathering validity arguments by benefiting from positive synergy in the 
interactions and power relations in the development.
Research Question 3
1. How did test-taker characteristics and their perceptions of test design and 
conditions affect test results?
2. How did test-takers’ contributions to task construction affect test results?
3. For future revision, what do test developers need to consider with respect to 
interrater reliability and task difficulty issues?
4. How did validity arguments evolve in the test development process?
A series of validation studies with the test results from the main test supported the 
test-takers’ contributions to quality task construction and validity of our design 
consideration decisions in gathering validity arguments in the test development.
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The following findings were obtained by examining the relationship of test-taker 
characteristics and their perceptions of test design with the test scores of the TALE test. 
First, the post test survey indicates that all but one of the participants (97.2%, 35 out of 
36) preferred the TALE test to the SPEAK. Second, the majority of the participants 
reported positive satisfaction with all the test interface design factors of the new test 
although there was a little dissatisfaction. Third, the participants reported general 
satisfaction with the context relevance (94.6%, 36 out of 38), tutorial (71.5%, 24 out of 
39), and test delivery form (87.2%, 34 out of 39) in the TALE test.
In this study, test-takers’ computer usability problems in terms of test interface 
design were evaluated with a post test survey and interviews. I selected these instruments 
because of their effortless operation compared with other qualitative methods such as 
‘think aloud protocol’, or ‘concurrent verbal protocol’ suggested by some scholars 
(Fulcher, 2003; Green, 1998; Nielsen and Landauer, 1993). Fulcher (2003) suggested the 
‘think aloud protocol’ and debriefing interviews or focus group tapes from test-takers as 
an appropriate instrument to evaluate their perceptions on test interface design and test 
conditions as Green (1998) recommended the methods. Fulcher’s (2003) study was the 
first publication on test interface design of CBTs in language testing. Nielsen and 
Landauer (1993) recommended at most five participants in the usability studies on CBTs 
because more numbers did not produce any meaningful findings in detecting usability 
problems (See Fulcher, 2003). However, the survey and interview methods have been 
popularly used in language testing (Bachman, 2005; Fulcher, 2003).
The repeated-measures ANOVA analysis found the following. First, the main 
effects of gender, preparation time, the SPEAK experience were not significant,
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indicating that their score distributions across these effects were similar. The test-takers’ 
major effect was significant, addressing that the test-takers’ scores were not consistent 
across their disciplinary fields so that their background knowledge as a construct- 
irrelevant variable could affect their performances.
The correlation coefficient between the SPEAK and the TALE test scores was 
0.738 (p < 0.10), indicating that the participants’ performance across the two tests were 
positively correlated or similar to each other. The correlation coefficients of the design 
related factors indicate that there were no significant correlations between the factors and 
the test scores. That is, the test-takers’ positive satisfaction with test design and their 
performances were not related.
The origin of each task was tracked and it was found that the teachers created six 
tasks and the test-takers contributed to two tasks. They collaborated for the remaining 
two tasks and for developing the three contexts. G-theory analysis found that variance 
components of the source and context effects were zero and accounted for zero percent of 
the total variance. The results indicated that the test-takers contributed to the task 
construction in part in that the teachers created six tasks of the ten tasks and both of them 
collaborated for two tasks.
In terms of interrater reliability, the repeated-measures ANOVA analysis found 
that rater 1 was the harshest compared with the others (F(3, 114) = 38.49, p = 0.00, ES = 
0.99) and the rating patterns from Task 6 to Task 10 were discrepant across raters. These 
tasks requested the test-takers solve socio-linguistic problems. The raters differently 
considered their socio-linguistic competence such as politeness, one of audience
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awareness of their response. However, Many-facet Rasch analysis found no misfit for 
raters as well as tasks.
The rating discrepancy occurred on the tasks from Task 6 to 10 in the TA office 
and TA meeting situations and the tasks tested test-takers’ socio-linguistic competence. 
There were some possible explanations for this discrepancy. First, raters dissimilarly 
expected the speaking construct from test-takers’ response on the tasks. Raters’ 
comments from the rater survey indicated this matter as controversial because of the 
possibility of their subjective judgments on the competence. For example, one rater gave 
comments on many test-takers’ responses with ‘lack of audience awareness’ although the 
team discarded the socio-linguistic skills from the scoring rubric. This was evidence that 
the rater did not follow the scoring rubric strictly and applied her own criteria. It could 
be concluded that this problem was caused by lack of rater calibration on certain speaking 
skills and to resolve this discrepancy in the future sufficient rater training is essential on 
the scoring constructs of the scoring rubric.
Task difficulty analysis using the repeated-measures ANOVA and the Many- 
facet Rasch analyses resulted in a misfit between test-takers and raters’ perceptions and 
the test scores addressing that test-takers misunderstood some speaking features that the 
TALE test requires. The analyses found Task 3 the most difficult and Task 4 the easiest 
although test-takers pointed out Task 5 as the most difficult one and raters perceived Task 
7 as the most difficult one. Both of them agreed with Task 4 as the easiest one. It could 
be suggested that the score report should include some reasonable explanations about test 
scores to resolve the mismatch so as to silence the test-takers’ complaints of validity of 
the TALE test.
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The bias analysis using the Facet analysis firstly found that there were 26 
instances of significant bias on the interactions between raters and examinees and 17.1% 
of the total bias. In particular, rater 2 was biased by 14 interactions with examinees and 
54.8% of the rater’s rating had different tendency compared with other ratings while the 
others were not significantly biased. It could be concluded that rater 2, with greatest 
standard deviation, showed the greatest diversity of rating across examinees. On the 
other hand, rater 4 did not discriminate the test score with its smallest standard deviation. 
It could be concluded that both raters 2 and 4 need to enter a rater-retraining process. 
Second, the bias analysis on the interactions between rater and task found that significant 
bias was only two and 5% of the total (two out of 40). Raters 1 and 3 were biased by 
different tasks. The identified raters consistently produced a different rating tendency 
against the other raters. Third, the bias analysis on the interactions between examinees 
and task found that significant bias was 12, 3.1% of the total.
This result of the Many-facet Rasch analysis provided almost the same results as 
the G-study results. Lynch and McNamara (1998) pointed out the mutual dependent 
relationship between the G-theory and the Many-facet Rasch measurement in language 
testing. The G-theory analysis provides estimated measure variance and measurement 
error while the Facet analysis continues these measurement resulted from the G-theory 
analysis to data quality (infit or misfit) regarding interrater reliability and task difficulty, 
bias analysis between facets for future remediation of raters and tasks by monitoring data 
and judging their quality (Shavelson and Webb, 1991; Lynch & McNamara, 1998).
The findings of the D-studies with the G-study results were as follows: First, the 
influence of rater 1 effect was obvious in that the variance component for rater effect
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decreased to 0.48 (SE = 0.54). This result accounted for only 1.14% of the total variance. 
The D-study analysis with the four raters resulted in an acceptable G-coefficient (.80) and 
PHI estimates (.70) with the combination of three raters with five tasks, according to 
Shavelson and Webb (1991). The D-study analysis without rater 1 found that the 
combination of two raters with seven tasks produced an acceptable G-coefficient (.72) 
and PHI estimate (.70). The estimates with two raters and five tasks were also generously 
acceptable. However, this judgment should be discussed in terms of time and cost 
efficient rating as well as the provision of accurate measure on rating. If the test 
administration time was considered, the D-study recommended the combination of two 
raters with five tasks in order to keep the testing time within about twenty minutes.
In the end, the validity arguments were gathered in each ADDIE stage using 
Chapelle’s (2001) validity argument tables and wrapped up in Bachman and Palmer’s 
(1996) ‘Usefulness analysis table at the end of the test development. The arguments were 
justified using the following qualitative and quantitative instruments: audit trail, group 
dynamics, G-theory, Many-facet Rasch model, repeated-measures ANOVA statistical 
analysis. The new validation model proposed that validation construction is an ongoing 
process in language testing.
Limitations of the Study 
This study focused on the effectiveness of test-taker participation in language test 
development. Their contributions were investigated using some selected qualitative 
instruments during the test development process as well as quantitative instruments with 
the test scores from the main test. All these efforts were to obtain test validity of the test
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product. However, interpretation of the findings from the group dynamic study and audit 
trails needs to be done carefully because the data for the studies were collected from two 
audits at two discussion meetings out of fourteen team meetings. The test-takers’ roles 
revealed from the two observations should be limited to the points of time when the audit 
data were collected. The representativeness of the findings for the entire period of the 
development should be examined with more audits.
The generalization of the research findings needs to be reinforced with more data 
from various academic settings. The current study was limited to UIUC so that the 
findings may be correctly interpreted in the local setting. To obtain strong support to the 
generalization, the reliability studies using the data collected from several academic 
institutes are necessary.
The interpretation of the findings of test-taker contributions using quantitative 
data also needs a caution. First, the numbers of the test participations (39 for the main 
test) may be acceptable to gain evidence to answer the research questions using the 
following quantitative statistical tools: repeated-measures ANOVA, G-theory and Many- 
facet Rasch analysis. However, to obtain strong evidence of test validity, a number of 
participants from the same population are needed (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). Second, 
reliability of the TALE test should be investigated with the longitudinal data of test 
scores and test-takers’ feedback. With the current data collected at one time, a reliability 
study was excluded from the statistical analysis.
In addition, the interpretation of the research findings needs caution according to 
their English language proficiency which was represented using the SPEAK scores 
because of the small sample size in the needs analysis and main test. In particular, the
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participants who passed the SPEAK received less attention among the participants. 25% 
(9 out of 36) of the total participants in the needs analysis survey and 28.3% (11 out of 
29) in the main test passed the SPEAK test. These participants’ views may be high­
lighted on in future research with sufficient sample size.
Implications
Implications ofTest-Taker Participation 
in Language Test Development
There is little literature on test-takers’ participation in language test development, 
but the findings from this study positively support the effectiveness of their participation. 
That is, they contributed to task constructions and judgment on test design considerations 
in collaboration with teachers in the test development. This argument was limited to the 
low-stakes situation of the TALE test at UIUC in that the test-takers’ scores did not affect 
their status nor were used for any important judgment. It could be concluded that the 
concept TTRT and the test development and validation model can be applied to low- 
stakes testing situations in college-level academic settings.
Although it is true that test-takers are non-experts in language test development, 
this study revealed their potential and qualification for being active team members 
successfully contributing to the group progress and tasks when they collaborated with 
expert team members. The power of the group can compensate for their lack of expertise 
in d e v e lo p in g  la n g u a g e  tests . T h e  p o w er  co u ld  b e  en h an ced  regard less o f  the stakes  
when the test-takers in the team harmoniously adjust to the group functions on task 
construction and team management. However, the application of the power of team to 
high-stakes test development should be examined in further study.
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Implications o f the New Validation Model 
Using the ADDIE Model in Language Testing
Validation studies are essential for every language test development (Bachman &
Palmer, 1996; Chapelle et al., 2003; Fulcher, 2003). In this study, it was unique that
validity argument construction using test specs and their justification were periodically
done in each development phase and at the end of the ADDIE model. The team set up
the goals for the entire project and each phase and justified their achievement in each
phase. This new validation model should be addressed with regard to its early validity
argument construction in language test development. As Fulcher (2005) asserted that the
new generation TOEFL test was a better communications test by constructing a validity
argument in its early design and development stages, the validation model can offer rich
dialogues among stakeholders in language test development. It is implied that validity
argument construction is ongoing process from the beginning of test development to the
end. Initial validity argument is gathered from the purpose of a test (Chapelle et al,
2003).
Implications o f Group Dynamics and Audit Trails 
The group dynamics and audit trail was used to closely understand the test 
development process by observing team members’ contributions to task construction and 
decisions on test design considerations in the study. Different from general language test 
development practice, these instruments revealed team members’ interactions inside 
development team or with external stakeholders. Therefore, it could be argued that 
quality test development process is an essential condition of producing a quality test. In 
terms of validation study, the instruments provide validity argument construction by
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gathering the audit data using audit trails and its justification using the group dynamics 
study in order to develop a valid test product.
Implications o f the Concepts o f Expertise 
and Authenticity Front-Loading
Expert judgment on authenticity in tasks has been regarded as a necessity in test 
development (Alderson et al., 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Fulcher, 2003). Even 
expert testers have been encouraged to rely on external expert reviews on the tasks being 
developed by them, but the current study attempted to remove the ambiguity of 
authenticity in the tasks being designed and the expertise of the team engaged in test 
development. By incorporating the stakeholder (test-taker) of the target test, the expertise 
was front-loaded on the development team in that the expertise of the team was also 
obtained by having the test-takers articulate their needs in the target test and collecting 
their real life situations as tasks in the test development. The authenticity in tasks was 
obtained by self-confirming the members’ expertise in developing the test.
Suggestions for Future Research 
Cut-off Score Set-up
As a last step of the test development in this study, a cut-off score is needed to be 
developed in the local academic context. The TALE test was developed as an alternative 
to the SPEAK at college level academic settings and thus the cut-off score for the TALE 
test n eed s to  b e  se t up. It is  a n ecessa ry  p ro cess  to  ga in  a c u t-o ff  sco re  to  m ake a m astery  
or nonmastery classification decision or minimum competence of the intended speaking 
ability on a criterion referenced test (Bachman, 1990). The TALE test was motivated to 
provide a quality test to the test-takers whose SPEAK scores were 45 falling on the
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border-lines of the score band. In fact, the SPEAK cut-off score (50 of 60, the highest) is 
a band ranging from 47.5 to 52.4 by rounding up or down test-takers’ scores. Note that 
47.2% (17 out of 36) at the needs analysis survey and 51.3% (20 out of 39) at the post 
test survey reported their SPEAK scores as 45. Hence, the cut-score judgment will be 
critical to the border-liners if the TALE test is transformed to a high-stakes test.
In addition, the relationship between the test-takers’ satisfaction with the topic 
and content of the test and their performance need to be investigated with respect to the 
cut-score set-up. The correlation analysis in this study found an insignificant relationship 
between their satisfaction and the scores in this study. The cut-score determination is 
important in explaining the face validity of the test. Although there is little literature 
about this relationship, it would be an interesting research topic. This relationship may 
be relevant to classification errors as Bachman (1990) mentioned. He asserted that there 
were two inappropriate perceptions of test-takers: ‘false negative’ and ‘false positive’ in 
interpreting the cut-off score. ‘False negative’ is test-takers’ underestimated 
interpretation of their scores although the scores exceed the cut-off score, ‘false positive’ 
is the opposite case. It would be interesting to examine the relationship of high face 
validity of a test with the ‘false positive’. Bachman (1990) was concerned with the ‘false 
positive’ instead of the ‘false negative’ because it costs more to fix the ‘false positive’ in 
language testing and learning.
The Potentials o f the Web-based TALE Testing System 
The web-based TALE test has great potential in terms of its usability. I suggest 
developing a portal system for prospective ITAs to prepare their target speaking test. The 
testing system can be used for diverse purposes. First, the test can be used as a diagnostic
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test as a classroom assessment instrument utilizing the benefits of the web-based 
technologies such as the give-and-take of effortless feedback between teachers and 
students, self-assessment for test-takers to assess their response with repeated listening 
opportunities (Roever, 2001). The accuracy of the diagnostic measure should be 
examined to be qualified as a classroom assessment tool.
Second, the web-based test can be employed as a longitudinal portfolio-type 
assessment instrument. Cho (2001) proposed a portfolio type writing workshop system 
for the ESL placement test at UIUC. Although her study was about a writing test, all the 
fundamental theories and philosophies could be shared. She asserted that the fairness of 
an assessment with a one time draft produced by test-takers could not be achieved. This 
longitudinal analysis could provide accurate measure for test-takers rather than a one time 
measure (Cho, 2001; Weigle, 2002). Test validity and reliability with the long term data 
are suggested to be investigated.
Third, the web-based test can provide a field specific assessment by reinforcing 
the topics and content of the test for the test-takers from various disciplinary backgrounds 
to select the tasks related to their majors. Test-takers’ familiarity with the topics and 
content given in language tests was included in Skehan’s (1996) task difficulty 
framework. Several scholars (e.g., Brown et a l, 1999; Iwashita et al., 2001; Elder et al., 
2002) attempted to examine test-takers task familiarity, but they failed to predict task 
difficulty from Skehan’s (1998) criteria. In contrast, Lee (2004) partially supported this 
topic familiarity depending on test-takers’ disciplinary background in the writing field. 
She found that the test-takers’ scores were improved in Business and the field specific
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topic effects were strong only in Business and Life Science subgroups while the effects 
were not significant in Humanities or Social science and technology subgroups.
Conclusion
This study shed light on the potential of test-takers as development team members 
in language test development by investigating their behaviors and contributions to task 
constmction and validity argument construction on both the development process and test 
product and its administration. To fulfill the purpose of the study, I proposed a new 
language test development framework and a validation model based on the basis of the 
concept of TTRT. My attempt to involve test-takers in the TALE test development 
resulted in revealing their positive contributions to task construction and decision making 
on test design considerations. The ADDIE model embedding audited spec-driven testing 
was systematically applied to the development based on theoretical backgrounds. The 
development team interacted with external and internal test-takers by collecting their 
needs in the needs analysis phase. Their prime needs were to produce a valid test in 
which topics and content were pertinent to their real life in academic settings. Content 
analysis of the SPEAK using reverse-engineered test specs demonstrated the power of 
test spec in validating the test purpose and its use in a local setting. The reflection of the 
needs of the test-takers was confirmed in the test development process.
The group dynamics and audit-trail analysis also supported the test-takers’ 
positive contributions to the test construction and validity argument construction and 
justification by investigating their roles in the interactions and power relations in the team. 
Their contribution was fostered by the synergy effect of collaborating with teachers in the
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team. The validation argument construction was an ongoing process in the test 
development.
In the end, the effectiveness of the test-takers participation was supported by the 
analysis results with their test scores. Several statistical analyses found that the test- 
takers contributed to task constructs and quality product accomplishment, but the 
validation studies were limited to examine test validity of the new test. It is suggested 
that test reliability be investigated with the longitudinal data collected from sufficient 
sample size from diverse populations.
I have acknowledged the complex interplay between belief and added value in 
this research. This interplay is probably at the basis of all language test development, 
because test developers pursue their work according to their own worldviews. My 
findings argue for a greater role for test-takers in language test development, and my 
beliefs about that role remain, nevertheless.
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July, 2005 
Dear Participant:
CONSENT LETTER - SURVEY
My name is Jung Tae Kim and I am a doctoral student from the Department of Educational 
Psychology at the University of Illinois. My advisor, Prof. Davidson and I would like to invite 
you in a research project titled “the effectiveness of test takers’ participations in development of 
an innovative spoken ESL web-based classroom assessment system.” If you participate in this 
project, you will be asked to respond to a survey. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes. 
I would like your participation in an interview at a later date and will take approximately 30 
minutes. Please note your contact information below if you would like to participate in the 
interview.
We do not anticipate any risk greater than normal life and your participation in this project is 
completely voluntary and your instructor will not know who has chosen to participate. Your 
choice to participate or not will not impact your status at the university and your information will 
not be contained in any school record. You are free to withdraw at any time and for any reason 
without penalty. The data will be kept anonymous and confidential in a locked file cabinet and 
will be assessable only to Jung Tae Kim and Dr. Davidson. The results of this study will be used 
for Jung Tae Kim’s dissertation, and may be used for a scholarly report, journal article and 
conference presentation. Any results of the research will not contain identifying information.
In the space at the bottom of this letter, please indicate whether you do or do not want to 
participate in this project. If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to 
contact Jung Tae Kim by telephone at 217-390-3217 or by e-mail at jtkiml @uiuc.edu or you may 
contact Dr. Davidson at fgd@uiuc.edu.
Sincerely,
I have read and understand the above information and voluntarily agree to participate in the 
research project described above. I have been given a copy of this consent form.
Signature........................................................... :......  Date.....................................................
Questions: Contact Anne S. Robertson at the Office of School University Research Relations 
phone: 217-333-3023 e-mail: arobrtsn@uiuc.edu.
Please indicate below if you would like to participate in a short interview about SPEAK test later. 
Y E S___________________________  Email contact:________________________________
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SPEAK TEST SURVEY
The purpose of this survey is to listen to your ideas about the current SPEAK test which is 
administered at UIUC. Your responses will be reflected in a new speaking test development 
project at UIUC. Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. It may take about 15 
minutes to complete this survey. Please answer to the best of your ability by filling in, checking 
or circling the appropriate answer in the designed space.
I. Background
Department:____________ _______________  Sex: □  male □  female
First Language:_____________________  Status: □  Undergraduate □  Graduate
How many years have you been learning English?  year(s) month(s)
Please circle a proper answer or write short answers for the following questions.
1. How many times have you taken the SPEAK test (including the TSE)?
□  Never □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5 or more
2. If you have taken the SPEAK (or TSE) test before, what was your BEST score? ( )
3. Does your department require you to take the SPEAK test? □  Yes □  No
4. Was your purpose for taking the SPEAK test to become a TA? □  Yes □  No
5. Have you taken the SPEAK Appeal? □  Yes □  No 
If you answer is NO, please go directly to question 9.
6. If your answer above is yes, did you pass? □  Yes □  No
7. If your answer above is yes, why do you think you passed the SPEAK Appeal but failed the 
SPEAK test? Please explain.
8. How could the SPEAK Appeal process be improved? Please describe.
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9. Rate the following speaking skills which are necessary for effective communication in
academic settings. Use the following scale.
speaking skills
Not at all 
Important
Somewhat




Pronunciation /  Accent
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
/ Rhythm a  i □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Grammar □  i □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Organization of speech □  i □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Vocabulary □  t □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Appropriateness of
language use
The structure of talk /
□  t □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
turn-taking □  i □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Cultural /  situational 
/topical knowledge
Others?
□  i □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
10. Do you think test anxiety hurt your performance on the test?
Not at all Very little Some A lot Extremely
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
11. If your answer above is 2-5, please elaborate.
II. Content of the test
12. How relevant do you think the content of the test is to communicating effectively in 
academic settings?__________________________________________________________
Extremely Extremely
Content irrelevant Irre levan t Neutral Relevant relevant
Map □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture Story □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Graph □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Announcement □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Persuasion □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Opinion □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Defining a term □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Pro & C on □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
13. If any of your answers above is 1 or 2, please explain.
14. What other types of questions would you find relevant to effective communication in 
academic settings? (i.e. giving advice, giving praise, describing facts, giving instruction about 
classroom activities, etc)
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III. Form at o f  the test
15. When you took the SPEAK test, did the surrounding noise hurt your test performance?
Not at all Very little Some A lot Extremely
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
16. How many questions per page do you prefer?
□  One question per page □  2-4 questions per page □  All questions on one page
17. While taking the test, was the amount of preparation time for each question sufficient? Use 
the following scale.
Too short Short Enough Long Too long
□ 1 □  2 □  3 a 4 □  5
18. In general, w hile taking the test 
sufficient?
was the amount o f  responding tim e for each question
Too short Short Enough Long Too long
□ 1 □  2 □  3 □ 4 □  5
19. If you answered 1-2, was the time given too short or too long? What amount of time do you 
think is appropriate? Why?
20. Rate your satisfaction with the audio-tape delivery method of the SPEAK test?
Not at all Very
Satisfied Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied Satisfied
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
21. If your answer above is 1 or 2, why?
22. Are you satisfied with the number of questions (12 questions in current test) on the SPEAK 
test?
Not at all 
Satisfied Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied
Very
Satisfied
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
23. If you answered 1 or 2, how many questions do you think are appropriate for the test? Why?
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GENERAL QUESTION
24. What aspects of the test were difficult for you, if anything, when you took the test? Please 
explain.
25. In your opinion, how could the test be improved? Please provide specific suggestions with 
reasons.
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TALE TEST SURVEY
The purpose of this survey is to listen to your ideas about the TALE test which I will administer 
at UIUC with research purposes. Your responses will be reflected in a new speaking test 
development project at UIUC. Your participation in this project is completely voluntary. It may 
take about 20 minutes to complete this survey. Please answer to the best of your ability by filling 
in, checking or circling the appropriate answer in the designed space.
I. Background
Department:____________________________  Sex: □  male □  female
First Language:_____________________  Status: □  Undergraduate □  Graduate
How long have you been preparing a speaking test?  year(s) month(s)
Please circle a proper answer or write short answers for the following questions.
1. How many times have you taken the SPEAK test (including the TSE)?
□  Never □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5 or more
2. If you have taken the SPEAK (or TSE) test before, what was your BEST score? ( )
3. Does your department require you to take the SPEAK test to be an employee?
□  Yes □  No
4. Was your purpose for taking the SPEAK test to become a TA? □  Yes □  No
5. Have you taken the SPEAK Appeal? □  Yes □  No 
If you answer is NO, please go directly to question 9.
6. If your answer above is yes, did you pass? □  Yes □  No
7. If your answer above is yes, why do you think you passed the SPEAK Appeal but failed the 
SPEAK test? Please explain.
8. How could the SPEAK Appeal process be improved? Please describe.
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II. T he T A L E  T est
9. R ate the fo llo w in g s  for the w h o le  test.
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
General satisfaction with this test □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Three Contexts Relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text font face □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text color □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text font size □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
10. Rate the followings for each screen in the TALE test. Use the following scale. 
1) Login________________________________________________________
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency o f this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
2) Introduction
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency o f this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
3) Warm-up
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency o f this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
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4) Main Test
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □ 1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □ 1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □ 1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □ 1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Context 1: Classroom
<Q 1. Greeting /  introducing>
Very Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □ 4 □  5
General design □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency o f this screen □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Color easiness □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Text allocation □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Text amount □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □ 1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
<Q2. Describing / advising>
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □ 1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □ 1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □ 5
General design □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Consistency o f this screen □ 1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Text allocation □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Text amount □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Directions easiness □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Picture relevance □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
Navigation easiness to next screen □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5
<Q3. Defining / Expressing >
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easines □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
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<Q 4. E xp ressin g  /  p ersuad ing >
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency o f this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Context 2: In the O ffice
<Q5. Advising / Referring>
Very Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □ 4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □ 1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
<Q6. Suggesting /Reasoning>
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
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<Q 7. D efin in g  /  Persuad ing>
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency o f this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
<Q8. Expressing opinion>
Context 3: In the T A  m eeting
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □ 2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
<Q9. Describing /advising>
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
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< Q 10. N egotia tin g  /  P ersuading>
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
Task relevance to TAs □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Task easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Directions easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Wrap-up and Logout
Very
Bad/Low Bad/Low Neutral Good/High
Very
Good/High
General design □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Consistency of this screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text allocation □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Text amount □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Color easiness □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Picture relevance □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
Navigation easiness to next screen □  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
11. Do you think the tutorial for recording was helpful to take the test?
Not at all Very little Some A lot Extremely
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
If your answer above is 1-2, or 4-5, why?
12. D o you think the screen size is appropriate to you?
Too small A little small Good A little big Too big
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
If your answer above is 1-2, or 4-5, which size do you recommend?
13. D o you think test anxiety hurt your performance on the test?
Not at all Very little Some A lot Extremely
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
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1 4 . W h e n  y o u  t o o k  t h e  T A L E  t e s t ,  d i d  t h e  s u r r o u n d i n g  n o i s e  h u r t  y o u r  t e s t  p e r f o r m a n c e ?
Not at all Very little Some A lot Extremely
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
15. W hile taking the test, was the amount o f  preparation tim e for each question sufficient?
Too short Short Enough Long Too long
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
1 6 . I n  g e n e r a l ,  w h i l e  t a k i n g  t h e  t e s t  w a s  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  r e s p o n d i n g  t im e  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t io n  
s u f f i c i e n t ?
Too short Short Enough Long Too long
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
I f  y o u  a n s w e r e d  1 -2 ,  w a s  t h e  t im e  g i v e n  to o  s h o r t  o r  t o o  l o n g ?  W h a t  a m o u n t  o f  t im e  d o  y o u  t h i n k  
i s  a p p r o p r i a t e ?  W h y ?
1 7 . R a te  y o u r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  c o m p u t e r - d e l i v e r e d  f o r m a t  o f  t h e  T A L E  t e s t ?
Not at all Very
Satisfied Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied Satisfied
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
I f  y o u r  a n s w e r  a b o v e  i s  1 o r  2 ,  w h y ?
1 8 . A r e  y o u  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  q u e s t i o n s  ( 1 0  q u e s t io n s  i n  c u r r e n t  t e s t )  o n  t h e  T A L E  
t e s t?
Not at all 
Satisfied Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied
Very
Satisfied
□  1 □  2 □  3 □  4 □  5
I f  y o u  a n s w e r e d  1 o r  2 ,  h o w  m a n y  q u e s t io n s  d o  y o u  t h i n k  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h e  t e s t ?  W h y ?
1 9 . W h a t  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  t e c h n o l o g y  u s e  in  t h e  T A L E  t e s t  w e r e  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  y o u ,  i f  a n y th i n g ,  w h e n  
y o u  t o o k  t h e  t e s t ?  P le a se  exp la in .
2 9 7
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2 0 .  W h ic h  t e s t  d o  y o u  p r e f e r  i f  y o u  t a k e  a  s p e a k in g  t e s t  t o  b e  a  T A  a t  U I U C  in  t h e  f u t u r e ?  P l e a s e  
c i r c l e  o n e  o f  t w o  t e s t s .
( 1 )  T h e  S P E A K  t e s t  (2 )  T h e  T A L E  t e s t
W h y  d o  y o u  p r e f e r  o n e  o f  t h e s e ?  P l e a s e  e x p la in .
2 1 .  I n  y o u r  o p i n i o n ,  h o w  c o u l d  t h e  t e s t  b e  i m p r o v e d ?  P l e a s e  p r o v i d e  s p e c i f i c  s u g g e s t i o n s  w i th  
r e a s o n s .
2 9 8
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A P P E N D I X  D  
R A T E R  S U R V E Y
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R A T E R  S U R V E Y
Y o u r  n a m e : ____________________ ____________
P l e a s e  a n s w e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t io n s .  Y o u r  a n s w e r s  w i l l  s u p p o r t  t h e  r e s e a r c h  f i n d in g s  o f  J u n g  
T a e ’s d i s s e r t a t i o n .
1. W h a t  s c o r i n g  f e a t u r e  f r o m  t h e  r a t i n g  s h e e t  d i d  y o u  m o s t ly  f o c u s  o n  w h e n  y o u  r a t e d  t e s t  t a k e r s ’ 
p e r f o r m a n c e s ?  ( C o m p e t e n c e s :  F u n c t io n ,  F l u e n c y ,  A c c u r a c y ,  I n t e r a c t i v e n e s s ,  a n d  C o h e r e n c e )
2 .  P l e a s e  m a r k  t a s k  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  e a c h  t a s k  w i t h  ‘x ’ in  t h e  t a b l e .  Y o u  c a n  s e e  t h e  t a s k  q u e s t io n s  a t  
t h e  b o t to m .











3 . P l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  w h i c h  t a s k s  a r e  t h e  m o s t  d i f f i c u l t  a n d  t h e  e a s i e s t  t a s k s  f o r  y o u r  r a t i n g .  A n d  
w a y ?
4 .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  r a t i n g  r e s u l t s ,  t a s k  3  w a s  t h e  m o s t  d i f f i c u l t  t a s k  ( m e a n  =  4 6 .4 1 0 ,  s d  =  .8 7 5 ) ,  
w h i l e  t a s k  4  w a s  t h e  e a s i e s t  t a s k  ( m e a n  =  4 9 .3 5 9 ,  s d  =  .6 7 3 ) .  P l e a s e  s e e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t a b l e .  
P l e a s e  e x p r e s s  y o u r  o p i n i o n  a b o u t  t h e  r e s u l t s .
5 . 1 o b s e r v e d  t h e  r a t i n g  p a t t e r n s  f o r  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  w a s  p r e t t y  m u c h  h o m o g e n e o u s  a m o n g  r a te r s .  
H o w e v e r ,  t h e  p a t t e r n s  f o r  t h e  T A  o f f i c e  a n d  T A  m e e t in g  w e r e  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  e a c h  o th e r .  
E s p e c i a l l y ,  t a s k  2  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  s e t t i n g ,  t a s k  6  in  t h e  T A  o f f i c e  s e t t i n g ,  a n d  8 , a n d  1 0  in  t h e  T A  
m e e t in g  s e t t i n g  w e r e  a p p a r e n t l y  d i s a g r e e d  a m o n g  t h e  r a te r s .  P l e a s e  e x p r e s s  y o u r  o p i n io n s  a b o u t  
t h e  r e a s o n s .
6 .  A n y  m o r e  c o m m e n t s ?
 T h a n k  y o u  v e r y  m u c h  f o r  y o u r  r e s p o n s e s
3 0 0
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T E ST  SPEC  0.1
July 2 0 , 2005
1. C o n s i d e r a t i o n s :
1. P u r p o s e :  a s p e a k i n g  t e s t  f o r  p o t e n t i a l  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  T A s
2 . D e l i v e r y  f o r m a t :  a  w e b - b a s e d  t e s t
3 .  E q u ip m e n t s :  c o m p u t e r  r o o m  ( G 2 7 ) ,  h e a d s e t s  a n d  m ic r o p h o n e s .
4. T e c h n o l o g y  i s s u e s :  v i d e o  c l i p s  a n d  a u d io  c l i p s ,  a u d io  r e c o r d e r  o n  t h e  w e b
2 .  D e f i n i t i o n  o f  o u r  t e s t :  W h a t  i s  a  g o o d  t e s t?
A  g o o d  t e s t  i s  t h a t  c o n te n t ,  f u n c t i o n s ,  d e l i v e r y  f o r m a t ,  a n d  c o n s t r u c t s  ( s p e a k i n g  s k i l l s )  o f  
t h e  t e s t  i s  h i g h l y  a u t h e n t i c  a n d  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s p u r p o s e  o f  t a k i n g  t h e  t e s t .  A  g o o d  t e s t  
i s  a l s o  t o  m o d e r a t e  a n y  c o n s t r u c t  i r r e l e v a n t  v a r i a n c e  s u c h  a s  n o i s e  i n  t h e  t e s t  e n v i r o n m e n t ,  
a n y th i n g  t h a t  c a u s e  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s t e s t  a n x ie ty ,  a n y th i n g  t h a t  h u r t  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’ s  p e r f o r m a n c e  
p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y  a n d  p h y s i c a l l y .
1. F r a m e w o r k  o f  t h e  t e s t :
T e s t  q u e s t i o n s  s h o u l d  b e  1 0  o r  1 2  q u e s t io n s .  T h e  t e s t  s h o u l d  m e a s u r e  l a n g u a g e ,  n o t  
c o n te n t  k n o w l e d g e  o r  t e a c h i n g  s k i l l s .  T h e r e f o r e  t h i s  t e s t  s h o u l d  b e  g e n e r a l  e n o u g h  to  b e  f a i r  t o  a l l  
d i s c ip l i n e s .
2. T h e m e - b a s e d  t e s t :
A l l  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  t e s t  is  b a s e d  o n  a  t h e m e  s u c h  a s  a  c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t ’ s d a i l y  r o u t in e  ( a  
p o t e n t i a l  T A )
E x a m p l e  1.
T h e m e :  A  c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t ’ s  ( a  p o t e n t i a l  T A )  d a i ly  r o u t in e
1. W a r m - u p  q u e s t io n s :  m a k e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  c o m f o r t a b l e  a n d  l o w e r  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s a n x ie ty  
a n d  g i v e  t w o  o r  t h r e e  g e n e r a l  q u e s t io n s .
1. H o w ’s  t h e  w e a t h e r  t o d a y ?
2 .  W h a t  i s  m a j o r  a n d  s p e c ia l t y ?
2. S e t t i n g  u p :  P l e a s e  t e l l  m e  a b o u t  y o u r  r o u t in e  a s  a  s t u d e n t .
3 . C o n t e x t  1: i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m
T o p i c  1: D e f i n i n g  a  t e r m
S e t t i n g - u p :  Y o u  a r e  a  p o t e n t i a l  T A  in  y o u r  f i e ld .  N o w  y o u  a r e  l e c t u r i n g  in  a  c la s s r o o m .  
M a i n  q u e s t io n s :  P l e a s e  d e f in e  a  t e r m  in  y o u r  f i e l d  a n d  e x p l a i n  a b o u t  t h e  t e r m  t o  t h e  
s t u d e n t  w i t h  o n e  o r  t w o  e x a m p l e s .
T o p i c  2 : D e s c r i b i n g  a n  g r a p h  o r  f l o w c h a r t  
S e t t i n g - u p :  Y o u  a r e  a  p o t e n t i a l  T A  in  y o u r  f i e ld .
M a i n  q u e s t io n s :  P l e a s e  d e s c r i b e  t h e  g r a p h  o r  f l o w c h a r t  t o  t h e  s tu d e n t s .
4. T r a n s i t i o n  1: T h e  c l a s s  i s  e n d  a n d  y o u  a r e  n o w  in  y o u r  o f f i c e .
5 . C o n t e x t  2
T o p i c  1: A n s w e r i n g  s t u d e n t s ’ q u e s t i o n s
S e t t i n g - u p :  Y o u  h a v e  a  m e e t in g  w i t h  a  s t u d e n t  a s k i n g  a b o u t  s o m e th i n g  in  y o u r  f i e ld .  
M a i n  q u e s t io n s :
S t u d e n t :  C o u l d  y o u  t e l l  m e  a b o u t  w h a t  i s  ?
T o p i c  2 : F a c i n g  u n k n o w i n g  q u e s t io n s  
S e t t i n g - u p :
T h e  s t u d e n t  a s k e d  a n  u n k n o w n  q u e s t io n  to  y o u .
M a i n  q u e s t io n s :
P l e a s e  r e a c t  t o  t h e  s t u d e n t ’ s q u e s t io n .
6 . T r a n s i t i o n  2
7 . C o n t e x t  3
8 . W r a p - u p
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O k a y .  N o w  t h i s  is  t h e  e n d  o f  y o u r  t e s t .  H o w  a r e  y o u  f e e l i n g  r i g h t  n o w ?  T h a n k  y o u  v e r y  
much!
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SEMI-DIRECT TEST SPEC VERSION 1.5
S P E A K I N G  T E S T  D E V E L O P M E N T  
N o v e m b e r  1 4 , 2 0 0 5  
W h a t ’ s n e w ?
1. T e c h n o lo g y  d r o v e  s o m e  c h a n g e s  o f  t r a n s c r i p t s  a n d  p r o c e d u r e s  s u c h  a s  r e c o r d i n g  f u n c t i o n  a n d  
n a v ig a t io n  u s i n g  n e x t  b u t to n .
2 . S i m p l i f i e d  a u d io  a n d  v i d e o  f i l e  u s e s
3. S c o r i n g  r u b r i c  w a s  a d d e d .
4 .  F u n c t io n s  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t i o n  w e r e  a d d e d .
C o n t e n t s
1. G e n e r a l  D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  T e s t
1. T h e  T e s t  P u r p o s e
2 . D e f i n i t i o n  o f  o u r  t e s t :  W h a t  i s  a  g o o d  s p e a k in g  t e s t?
3. T h e  M a n d a te
4 . T h e  F r a m e w o r k  o f  t h e  T e s t  D e v e l o p m e n t
2 . P r i o r  V a l i d a t i o n  C o n s i d e r a t i o n
1. D e s i g n  a n d  V a l i d a t i o n  I m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  T e s t  P u r p o s e
2 . T h r e a t s  t o  t h e  C o n s t r u c t  V a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  t e s t
3. C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  T a r g e t  L a n g u a g e  U s e  ( T L U )  d o m a i n
3. T a x o n o m i e s  o f  p o t e n t i a l  f u n c t i o n s ,  t o p i c s  a n d  q u e s t io n s
1. T a b l e  F I .  T a x o n o m y  o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  in  t h e  T L U  d o m a i n  b a s e d  o n  a  T A ’s  r e a l  w o r ld
2 . T a x o n o m y  o f  t h e  t o p i c s  i n  t h e  T L U  d o m a i n  b a s e d  o n  a  T A ’s  r e a l  w o r l d
1. I n  t h e  C l a s s r o o m
2 . I n  t h e  O f f i c e
3. I n  t h e  T A  M e e t i n g
3. T a x o n o m y  o f  p o t e n t i a l  t o p ic s
4 .  T e s t  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  C o n s i d e r a t i o n s
1. P r e p a r a t i o n  T im e
2 . A n s w e r in g  T im e
3. C a n d id a t e  T e s t i n g  P l a c e s
4 . N o i s e
5. S o f t w a r e  I n s t a l l a t i o n
5. T e s t  S p e c  f o r  t h e  S e m i - D i r e c t  C o m p u t e r - d e l i v e r e d  v e r s i o n
6 . A  T A L E  S a m p le  T e s t  -  t h e  S e m i - D i r e c t  C o m p u t e r - d e l i v e r e d  v e r s i o n
7 . T e s t  S p e c  f o r  t h e  F a c e - T o - F a c e  I n t e r a c t i v e  T A L E  T e s t
8 . A  T A L E  S a m p le  T e s t  -  a  F a c e - t o - F a c e  I n t e r a c t i v e  V e r s i o n
1. General Description o f  the Test
1. The Test Purpose
The purpose o f  the test is to provide a valid English speaking proficiency screener for 
international potential T A s w ho want to teach in their academ ic fields at the University o f  Illinois 
at Urbana-Champaign (U IU C ) and to gain an accurate measure o f the test-takers’ academic 
speaking ability. The content and format o f  the test should be as authentic and relevant as 
possible corresponding to the daily life  o f  an average TA.
2. Definition o f our test: What is a good speaking test?
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A  g o o d  t e s t  i s  o n e  i n  w h i c h  t h e  c o n te n t ,  f u n c t i o n s ,  d e l i v e r y  f o r m a t ,  a n d  c o n s t r u c t s  
( s p e a k i n g  s k i l l s )  a r e  a s  a u th e n t i c  a n d  r e l e v a n t  a s  p o s s ib l e  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  a  T A ’s d a i l y  r o u t in e .  A  
g o o d  t e s t  w i l l  m i n i m i z e  a n y  c o n s t r u c t - i r r e l e v a n t  v a r i a n c e  s u c h  a s  n o i s e  i n  t h e  t e s t  e n v i r o n m e n t ,  
a n y th i n g  t h a t  c a u s e s  t e s t  a n x ie t y ,  a n d  a n y th i n g  t h a t  h u r t s  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s  p e r f o r m a n c e .
3. The Mandate
1. I n t e r n a l  m a n d a t e s
1. D e v e l o p m e n t  p e r i o d  i s  l im i t e d  to  t h e  s u m m e r  2 0 0 5  d u e  t o  t h e  s t a tu s  o f  t h e  t e a m  
m e m b e r s  ( m o s t  o f  t h e m  a r e  g r a d u a t e  s tu d e n t s ) .
2 .  S o m e  l o g i s t i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a t  U I U C  c o u l d  l i m i t  t h e  s h a p e s  o f  t h e  t e s t  s u c h .a s  
l e n g t h  a n d  n u m b e r  o f  t a s k s .
3 . S o m e  s o r t s  o f  t h e  c o m p u t e r  t e c h n o l o g ie s  w i l l  b e  u t i l i z e d  u p o n  t h e  t e c h n i c i a n ’s 
c o m p u t e r  c a p a b i l i t y .  E s p e c i a l l y ,  s e v e r a l  w e b - b a s e d  t e c h n o l o g i e s  w i l l  b e  u s e d .  T h e  
t e c h n o l o g i e s  s h o u l d  s u p p o r t  v i d e o  c l i p s ,  a u d io  c l i p s ,  a n d  s o u n d  r e c o r d e r  o n  th e  w e b .
2 .  E x te r n a l  m a n d a t e s
1. U n i v e r s i t y  a u th o r i t y  w a n t s  t o  h a v e  a  c o s t  a n d  t i m e  e f f i c i e n t  t e s t .
2 . P o t e n t i a l  T A s  w a n t s  t o  h a v e  a n  a c c u r a t e  m e a s u r e  to o l .
3 . M a s s  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r y  d u e  to  t im e  a n d  c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y .
4 .  D e l i v e r y  f o r m a t  i s  a  w e b - b a s e d  t e s t  s i m i l a r  t o  a u d io - t a p e  d e l i v e r y  t y p e  f o r  m a s s  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .
5 . T h e  t e s t i n g  p l a c e  w i l l  b e  G 5 2  in  F L B .  T h e r e  a r e  2 0  P C s  a n d  w e  n e e d  to  c h e c k  th e  
h e a d s e t s  a n d  m ic r o p h o n e s  f o r  e a c h  m a c h in e .
6 .  S o f t w a r e  t y p e :  s t a n d - a l o n e  u s i n g  V i s u a l  B a s i c .N E T  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  o f  A t l a s  
w h i c h  w i l l  n o t  s u p p o r t  a n y  s e r v e r - s id e  t e c h n o l o g y  a n d  a  s e r v e r .  S o  t h e  s o f t w a r e  w i l l  
b e  i n s t a l l e d  o n  e a c h  l o c a l  m a c h i n e  i n  G 2 7  a n d  t h e  u s e r  w i l l  r e c o r d  t h e i r  v o i c e  o n  th e  
l o c a l  m a c h i n e .  j T  w i l l  c o l l e c t  t h e  v o i c e  f i l e  f r o m  e a c h  m a c h i n e  o n e  b y  o n e  u s i n g  1 
G i g a  b y t e s  U S B  f l a s h  d r iv e .
4. The Framework o f the Test Development
1. A  S p e c - d r i v e n  T e s t
A  f r a m e w o r k  o f  c r i t e r i o n - r e f e r e n c e d  t e s t i n g  ( C R T )  w i l l  b e  e m p l o y e d  to  t h e  t e s t  
d e v e l o p m e n t .  T h a t  i s ,  a  s p e c - d r i v e n  t e s t i n g  f r a m e w o r k  w i l l  b e  t h e  m a i n  t e s t  d e v e l o p m e n t  
m e t h o d o l o g y .  T h e  t e s t  d e v e l o p e r  w i l l  w r i t e  t h e  s p e c  a n d  t h e  t e a m  w i l l  r e v i e w  t h e  s p e c  a n d  m a k e  
c o r r e c t i o n s .  T h e  t e s t  d e v e l o p m e n t  p r o c e s s  i s  e m b e d d e d  in  A D D I E  m o d e l  w h i c h  is  a  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
t e c h n o l o g y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  m o d e l .
2 .  A  T h e m e - B a s e d  T e s t :
T h e  t e s t  w i l l  b e  a  t h e m e - b a s e d  t e s t .  T h e  t h e m e  w i l l  b e  a  p o t e n t i a l  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t e a c h i n g  
a s s i s t a n t ’ s d a i l y  r o u t i n e  i n  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g  a t  a n  A m e r i c a n  c o l l e g e .  A l l  t h e  c o n te n t  o f  t h e  t e s t  
w i l l  b e  b a s e d  o n  t h e  t h e m e .  A  n a r r a t o r  w i l l  l e a d  t h e  e x a m i n e e  t h r o u g h  i n s t r u c t i n g  h i m / h e r  s t e p  b y  
s te p .
3 . A  W e b - b a s e d  T e s t  o r  a  s t a n d - a l o n e  c o m p u t e r - d e l i v e r e d  t e s t
T h i s  t e s t  i s  a  w e b - b a s e d  t e s t ,  w h i c h  i s  a  s e m i - d i r e c t  t e s t .  B u t  f o r  a  w h i l e ,  t h e  t e s t  f o r m a t  
o f  t h e  p r o t o t y p e  t e s t  w o u l d  b e  a  s t a n d - a l o n e  o n e  in  s t e a d  o f  a  w e b - b a s e d  t e s t  b e c a u s e  o f  l a c k  o f  
t e c h n o l o g ic a l  s u p p o r t .  T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  i n t e r a c t  w i th  t h e  c o m p u t e r  w h i c h  w i l l  g u i d e  
t h e  e x a m i n e e  d u r i n g  t h e  t e s t .
F a c e - t o - f a c e  i n t e r a c t i v e  f o r m  o f  t h e  T A L E  t e s t  i s  d e v e l o p e d  b a s e d  o n  t h e  s e m i - d i r e c t  te s t .  
I n t e r a c t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  t e s t  i s  r e g a r d e d  a s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n n o v a t i o n  to  t h e  s p e a k i n g  t e s t  f o r  
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s .
4 .  A  N a r r a t o r  G u i d e d  T e s t
A  n a r r a t o r  w i l l  g u i d e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  t h r o u g h  t h e  e x a m .  A  n a r r a t o r  w i l l  i n t r o d u c e  th e  
s p e a k in g  t e s t  t o  t h e  e x a m i n e e  a b o u t  i t s  g e n e r a l  i n f o r m a t io n ,  c o n te n t ,  q u e s t i o n  t y p e s ,  p r e p a r a t i o n
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t im e ,  a n s w e r in g  t im e  a n d  s o  o n .  T h e  n a r r a t o r ’ s i n s t r u c t i o n  w i l l  b e  a u d io - t a p e d .  B u t  t h e  t e s t  t a s k s  
w i l l  b e  r e a d  l o u d  b y  a  d i f f e r e n t  r e a d e r .
5 . A  C o n s t r u c t
T h e  t e s t  s h o u l d  m e a s u r e  l a n g u a g e ,  n o t  c o n t e n t  k n o w l e d g e  o r  t e a c h i n g  s k i l l s .  T h e r e f o r e  
t h is  t e s t  s h o u l d  b e  g e n e r a l  e n o u g h  to  b e  f a i r  to  a l l  d i s c ip l i n e s .  T e s t  q u e s t i o n s  w i l l  b e  c r e a t e d  b a s e d  
o n  t h e  n e e d s  a n a l y s i s  s u r v e y .
6 . B i a s - c h e c k
T h e  t e s t  c o n t e n t  s h o u l d  p a s s  t h e  b i a s  c h e c k  a t  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  t a s k  d e v e l o p m e n t .  T h e  t e s t  
d e v e l o p m e n t  t e a m  w i l l  r e v i s e  t h e  t a s k s  b a s e d  o n  f e e d b a c k  f r o m  v a r io u s  s t a k e h o l d e r s .
5 . Prior Validation Consideration
1. D e s i g n  a n d  V a l i d a t i o n  I m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  T e s t  P u r p o s e  
S e e  T a b l e s  9 ,  3 1 ,  3 4 ,  3 5 ,  a n d  1 0 9 .
2. T h r e a t s  t o  t h e  C o n s t r u c t  V a l id i t y  o f  t h e  t e s t
1 . T h e  e x a m i n e e ’ s h i g h  t e s t  a n x ie t y
2 . N o i s e  a t  t h e  t e s t i n g  e n v i r o n m e n t
3 . I n a d e q u a t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t i m e  f o r  t e s t  t a s k s
4 . I n a d e q u a t e  a n s w e r in g  t im e  f o r  t e s t  t a s k s
5 . D i f f i c u l t  o p i n i o n  q u e s t io n s  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s d i s c i p l i n e
6 . T h e  e x a m i n e e ’s  l o w  c o m p u t e r  f a m i l i a r i t y
7. T h e  e x a m i n e e ’s  u n e x p e c t e d  f a t i g u e
6. Characteristics o f the Target Language Use (TLU) domain
T L U  d o m a i n  i s  h e r e  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ ( T A s )  p o s s ib l e  s p e a k in g  s i t u a t i o n s  in  a  c o l l e g e -  
l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g .  T h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  T A s  d a i l y  r o u t in e s  s o  t h a t  t h e i r  s p e e c h  a c t i v i t i e s  s h o u ld  
o c c u r  in  t h e  r e a l  w o r l d  o f  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g .
1. T A s  d a i l y  r o u t i n e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  o r  s p e c i f i c  l i n g u i s t i c  k n o w l e d g e  in  t h e  c o l l e g e - l e v e l  
c l a s s r o o m
2. T A s  d a i l y  r o u t i n e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  o r  s p e c i f i c  l i n g u i s t i c  k n o w l e d g e  i n  t h e  o f f i c e
3 . T A s  d a i l y  r o u t i n e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  o r  s p e c i f i c  l i n g u i s t i c  k n o w l e d g e  in  t h e  T A  m e e t in g
4 . T A s ’ g e n e r i c  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  c o l l e g e  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s
7. Taxonomies o f potential functions, topics and questions
S e e  T a b l e  F I  b e lo w .
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Table FI
T axonom y o f  th e F u n ction s in the T L U  D o m a in  B a se d  on  a  TA ’s  R e a l W o rld
I n f o r m a t i o n a l  f u n c t i o n s  O c c u r r e n c e  i n  t h e  E x a m i n e e ’s r e s p o n s e
T a s k
T r u e F a l s e
1. P r o v i d i n g  p e r s o n a l  i n f o r m a t io n T r u e F a l s e
2 . E x p r e s s i n g  o p i n io n s T r u e F a l s e
3. E la b o r a t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n T r u e F a l s e
4 . J u s t i f y i n g  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
5 . C o m p a r i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
6 . S p e c u la t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
7 . S t a g in g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
8 . D e s c r ib i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
9 . S e q u e n c i n g  o f  e v e n t s T r u e F a l s e
10 . S e t t i n g  o r  d e s c r i b i n g  s c e n e T r u e F a l s e
11 . S u m m a r i z in g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
12 . S u g g e s t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
1 3 . E x p r e s s i n g  p r e f e r e n c e s T r u e F a l s e
1 4 . A g r e e i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
15 . D i s a g r e e i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
16 . M o d i f y i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
17 . A s k in g  f o r  o p i n i o n T r u e F a l s e
18 . A s k in g  f o r  i n f o r m a t io n T r u e F a l s e
19 . P e r s u a d i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
2 0 . N e g o t i a t i n g  m e a n i n g T r u e F a l s e
2 1 . C l a r i f y i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
2 2 . C o r r e c t in g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
2 3 . C h a n g in g  i n f o r m a t i o n  o r  o p i n io n T r u e F a l s e
N ote:  T :  O c c u r r e d  F :  N o t  o c c u r r e d
8. T axonom y o f  th e to p ic s  in th e T L U  dom ain  b a se d  on  a  T A ’s rea l w o r ld
1. In  t h e  C l a s s r o o m  - T o p i c s
1. S t a r t  c l a s s — s m a l l  t a l k ,  c o l l e c t  h o m e w o r k ,  a n n o u n c e  t o p ic
2 . E x t e n d e d  d e f in i t i o n
3 . E x p l a i n  a  g r a p h ,  f i g u r e ,  p i c t u r e  o r  f l o w c h a r t  ( c h o ic e s  a v a i l a b l e )
4 .  P r e p a r e  s t u d e n t s  f o r  e x a m i n a t i o n  1 ( s u b  c o m p o n e n t s :  g o  o v e r  w h a t  w i l l  b e  c o v e r e d ,  
e m p h a s i z e  w h a t  i s  im p o r t a n t ,  d a t e  o f  t h e  e x a m ,  r u l e s  a n d  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  e x a m ,  
h o w  i t  w i l l  b e  g r a d e d ,  a d v ic e  f o r  s t u d y i n g  f o r  t h e  e x a m .  W e  c o u l d  g i v e  t h e m  a  h a n d o u t  
o r  w e  c o u l d  j u s t  t e l l  t h e m  t h e  s u b c o m p o n e n t s )
5. Introduce a new  topic or issue
6 . S u m m a r i z e  o r  p a r a p h r a s e  m a t e r i a l  o n  a  t o p i c  w e  g i v e  t h e m  in f o )
7 . E x p l a i n  a  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  p i e c e  o f  r e s e a r c h  in  y o u r  f i e l d  -  T O O  D I F F I C U L T
8 . E x p l a i n  a  s e m in a l  p i e c e  o f  r e s e a r c h  in  y o u r  f i e l d
9 . C l o s e  c l a s s — c lo s e ,  a s k  f o r  q u e s t i o n s ,  g i v e  r e m i n d e r s
1 0 . R e s p o n d i n g  to  s t u d e n t s ’ q u e s t i o n s
1 1 . A s k i n g  s t u d e n t s  q u e s t i o n s — f o l lo w s  f r o m  g r a p h  o r  d e f in i t i o n
1 2 . A n s w e r i n g  t r i c k y  q u e s t i o n s — s t u d e n t  w a n t s  t o  t a l k  n o w  b u t  y o u  h a v e  to  r u n
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1 3 . S e t  u p  a  c l a s s r o o m  a c t iv i t y
14. Introduce a course
1 5 . D e s c r i b e  o r  e x p l a i n  a  h o m e w o r k  a s s i g n m e n t
1 6 . I n t r o d u c e  y o u r s e l f  t o  t h e  c l a s s - b u t  w e  d o n ’t  w a n t  e x a m i n e e s  t o  g i v e  t h e i r  r e a l  n a m e
1 7 . E x p l a i n  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  a  m a j o r  a s s i g n m e n t  ( p a p e r ,  l a b  r e p o r t ,  p r o b l e m  s e t )  -  T O O  
D I F F I C U L T  O R  V A G U E
2 . I n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  - Q u e s t i o n s
1. T a l k  t o  y o u r  s t u d e n t s  a b o u t  w h y  y o u r  f i e l d  is  i m p o r t a n t .
2 . T e l l  y o u r  s t u d e n t s  a b o u t  s o m e  o f  t h e  a d v a n t a g e s  a n d  d i s a d v a n t a g e s  o f  m o d e r n  
t e c h n o l o g y .
3 . P r e d i c t  s o m e  t h i n g s  t h a t  m a y  c h a n g e  in  y o u r  f i e l d  i n  t h e  n e x t  t e n  y e a r s .  -  T O O  
D I F F I C U L T
4 . Y o u  a r e  t e a c h i n g  a n  in t r o d u c t o r y  l e v e l  c o u r s e  o r  l a b  i n  y o u r  f i e l d  o f  s tu d y .  I t ’ s  M o n d a y  
m o r n i n g  i n  t h e  f i f t h  w e e k  o f  t h e  s e m e s te r .  S t a r t  y o u r  c la s s .  Y o u  s h o u l d  c o m p l e t e  th e  
f o l l o w i n g  f u n c t i o n s  in  t h i s  t a s k :  g r e e t  t h e  c la s s ,  c o l l e c t  t h e  h o m e w o r k  a s s i g n m e n t ,  a n d  
g i v e  a n  o v e r v i e w  o f  t o d a y ’s  l e s s o n / la b .
5 . S i t u a t i o n :  I m a g i n e  y o u  t e a c h  a n  in t r o d u c t o r y  l e v e l  c o u r s e  in  y o u r  f i e l d  o f  s tu d y .  U s in g  
t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d ,  p r e s e n t  a n  o v e r v i e w  o f  s t u d e n t  p e r f o r m a n c e  o n  t h e  f i r s t  
e x a m i n a t i o n  to  y o u r  c la s s .
6 . L i s t e n  to  a n d  r e s p o n d  to  t h e  f o l l o w in g  s t u d e n t  q u e s t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  g r a d i n g  o f  th e  
e x a m i n a t io n ,  ( v i d e o  o r  a u d io  i n p u t )
“ W h a t  i f  w e  s c r e w e d  u p  t h e  a n s w e r  b u t  w e  g o t  t h e  o t h e r  s t u f f  r i g h t ? ”
7 . D e f i n e  a  t e r m  o r  c o n c e p t  f r o m  y o u r  f i e l d  o f  s tu d y .
8 . T a l k  a b o u t  a n  i m p o r t a n t  t h e o r y  in  y o u r  f i e l d  o f  s tu d y .
9. T a l k  a b o u t  a n  i m p o r t a n t  p i e c e  o f  r e s e a r c h  in  y o u r  f i e l d  o f  s tu d y .
( N o te :  4 ,  5 ,  6  o r  a l t e r n a t e s .  T h e y  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  u s e d  o n  t h e  s a m e  e x a m .
1 0 . A f t e r  y o u  f i n i s h  t h e  d e f in i t i o n ,  c h e c k  y o u r  s t u d e n t s ’ c o m p r e h e n s i o n  b y  a s k i n g  y o u r  
s t u d e n t s  a  b a s i c  c o m p r e h e n s i o n  q u e s t io n  a b o u t  t h e  t e r m  o r  c o n c e p t  y o u  d e f in e d .
N o te :  Q u e s t i o n  7  c a n  b e  m o d i f i e d  t o  a c c o m m o d a te  a l t e r n a t e  5  o r  6 )
3 . In  t h e  O f f i c e  - T o p ic s
1. G i v i n g  a d v ic e
2 . G i v i n g  h i n t s ,  h e l p i n g  s t u d e n t s  f i g u r e  o u t  o n  t h e i r  o w n  r a t h e r  t h a n  t e l l i n g  t h e m
3 . A n s w e r i n g  q u e s t io n s :  k n o w n  a n d  u n k n o w n ,  c o n te n t ,  p o l i c y ,  a s s i g n m e n t s
4 .  H e l p i n g  t h e  s t u d e n t  g e n e r a t e  i d e a s  ( f o r  a  p a p e r )
5 . G r a d i n g  q u e s t i o n — s t u d e n t  w a n t s  m o r e  p o i n t s
6 . C a r e e r  o p p o r t u n i t i e s
7 .  A d v i c e  f o r  g e t t i n g  i n to  g r a d u a t e  s c h o o l
8 . M a y b e  w e  h a v e  a n  e m a i l  t h e  e x a m i n e e  h a s  to  r e s p o n d  to — a c k n o w l e d g e  t h a t  y o u  g o t  t h e  
e m a i l ,  y o u  d o n ’t  k n o w  t h e  a n s w e r  p e r h a p s
9. M a y b e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  s e n t  a n  e m a i l  a n d  h a s n ’t  g o t t e n  a  r e s p o n s e .  C h e c k  w i t h  t h e  s t u d e n t  
a b o u t  t h e  m e s s a g e — m a y b e  i t  h a s  t o  d o  w i th  r e g i s t r a t i o n  o r  e x c u s e d  a b s e n c e  v s . 
u n e x c u s e d  o r  a  m i s s i n g  a s s i g n m e n t
1 0 . G o  o v e r  s t u d e n t  p e r f o r m a n c e  o n  a n  e x a m  o r  m a j o r  a s s i g n m e n t  l e t t i n g  th e  s t u d e n t  k n o w  
w h a t  w a s  b a d  a n d  w h a t  w a s  g o o d .  F a i l i n g  g r a d e .
4 .  In  t h e  o f f i c e  - Q u e s t i o n s
1. A  S t u d e n t  i s n ’t  s u r e  w h e r e  t o  g o  to  g r a d  s c h o o l .  E x p la i n  w h y  y o u r  u n i v e r s i t y  w o u l d  b e  a  
g o o d  c h o ic e .
2 . N e a r  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  s e m e s t e r ,  o n e  o f  y o u r  s t u d e n t s  c o m e s  to  y o u r  o f f i c e  h o u r s  a n d  w a n ts  
s o m e  a d v ic e  a b o u t  g o i n g  to  g r a d u a t e  s c h o o l .  G i v e  h i m / h e r  s o m e  a d v ic e  a b o u t  t h e  to p ic .
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A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  u s e  a  s p e e c h  s a m p le  o f  a n  u n d e r g r a d u a te  a s k i n g  f o r  a d v ic e .
3 . A  s t u d e n t  h a s n ’t  b e e n  tu r n in g  in  g o o d  w o r k .  E n c o u r a g e  t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  d o  b e t t e r  w o r k  
. 4 . A  s t u d e n t  w a n t s  t o  l e a v e  e a r l y  to  g o  o n  v a c a t i o n  f o r  S p r i n g  B r e a k ,  a n d  w a n t s  y o u  to  g iv e  
h e r  t h e  m i d t e r m  e x a m  e a r ly .  Y o u  a r e  n o t  w i l l i n g  to  d o  t h i s .  P e r s u a d e  t h e  s t u d e n t  t h a t  s h e  
m u s t  n o t  l e a v e  u n t i l  a f t e r  t h e  m id t e r m .
5 . A  s t u d e n t  r e a l l y  e n jo y s  y o u r  c la s s  a n d  i s  i n t e r e s t e d  in  t a k i n g  m o r e  r e l a t e d  c o u r s e s  w i th  
s i m i l a r  c o n te n t .  S u g g e s t  s o m e  o t h e r  c o u r s e s  t h a t  y o u r  s t u d e n t  m ig h t  t a k e  a n d  g iv e  s o m e  
r e a s o n s  f o r  y o u r  s u g g e s t i o n s .
6 . A  s t u d e n t  j o i n s  y o u r  c la s s  a f t e r  t h e  t h i r d  c la s s  p e r io d .  H e  i s  n o w  a t t e n d i n g  y o u r  o f f i c e  
h o u r s .  L i s t e n  t o  t h e  f o l l o w in g  i n f o r m a t io n  a n d  r e s p o n d  to  h i s  r e q u e s t s .  ( A u d i o  o r  v i d e o  
i n p u t :  “ H i .  I  j u s t  j o i n e d  y o u r  c la s s  t o d a y  a n d  I  w a s  w o n d e r i n g  i f  y o u  c o u ld  c a t c h  m e  u p  
o n  w h a t  y o u ’v e  c o v e r e d  s o  f a r . ” ) -  T H I S  P R E S U P P O S E S  K N O W L E D G E  O F  
T E A C H I N G  T H E  C L A S S  -  A N X I E T Y  P R O D U C I N G
5 . In  t h e  T A  M e e t i n g  - T o p i c s
1. P r o v i d e  a  s u m m a r y  o f  s t u d e n t  p e r f o r m a n c e  o n  t h e  t e s t  ( w e  c a n  c h e c k  p r o n u n c ia t i o n  o f
numbers)
2. N e g o t i a t e  p r e - s e m e s t e r  d u t i e s ,  i n - s e r v i c e  d u t i e s  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  T A s  -  T O O  
D I F F I C U L T
3 . S u m m a r i z e  w h a t  y o u  c o v e r e d  in  t h e  f i r s t  w e e k  o f  t e a c h i n g  ( c o u ld  g i v e  t h e m  a  c u e  
s h e e t )  -  T O O  D I F F I C U L T
4 . T a l k  a b o u t  w h a t  w e n t  w e l l ,  w h a t  d i d n ’t,  w h a t  a r e  s t u d e n t s  h a v i n g  d i f f i c u l t y  w i th  -  
H O W ?
5 . T a l k  a b o u t  a  p r o b l e m  s t u d e n t
6 . T a l k  a b o u t  a  p r o b l e m  in  t h e  c l a s s r o o m
7 . A s k i n g  f o r  h e lp ,  a s k i n g  f o r  a d v ic e s
8 . G i v e  s u g g e s t i o n s
6 . In  t h e  T A  m e e t i n g  - Q u e s t i o n s
1. O n e  p a r t i c u l a r  s t u d e n t  is  s h o w in g  d i s r e s p e c t  to  y o u  in  c la s s .  C o m p la i n  t o  y o u r  f e l l o w  
T A s .
2. I m a g i n e  t h a t  y o u r  c a r e e r  g o a l  i s  t o  b e  a  p r o f e s s o r .  T e l l  y o u r  c o l l e a g u e s  y o u r  r e a s o n s .
3 . Y o u  a r e  h a v i n g  a  d i s c u s s i o n  a b o u t  m a r r i a g e  w i t h  y o u r  f e l l o w  T A s .  O n e  t h in k s  i t  i s  n o  
l o n g e r  n e c e s s a r y ,  b u t  a n o th e r  b e l i e v e s  i t ’s  s t i l l  i m p o r t a n t .  G i v e  y o u r  o p i n io n  a b o u t  it.
4 . H o w  i m p o r t a n t  d o  y o u  r a t e  c la s s  a t t e n d a n c e ?  H e r e  a r e  t w o  s t u d e n t s  y o u  c a n  th in k  o f  in  
t e r m s  o f  a t t e n d a n c e  v s .  i m p r o v e m e n t  in  t h e  c la s s .  P a u l  d id  a  g r e a t  j o b  in  a l l  t e s t s  b a s e d  
o n  w h a t  h e  l e a r n e d  b e f o r e  b u t  h e  r a r e l y  s h o w e d  u p  t h e  c la s s .  M a r y  h a d  a  b a d  s c o r e  o n  
t h e  f i r s t  t e s t  b u t  s h e  i s  i m p r o v i n g  a  l o t  w h i l e  t h e  s e m e s t e r  g o e s .  S h e  n e v e r  m i s s e s  c la s s .  
W h a t  i s  y o u r  o p i n i o n  a b o u t  g r a d in g  t h o s e  s t u d e n t s ?
5 . O n e  s t u d e n t  m i s s e d  t h e  m id t e r m  e x a m  f o r  p e r s o n a l  r e a s o n s  w i t h o u t  p r e v io u s  n o t i c e  b u t  
w a n t s  t o  t a k e  a  m a k e  u p  e x a m .  W i l l  y o u  g i v e  t h i s  s t u d e n t  a n o t h e r  c h a n c e  to  t a k e  th e  
m i d t e r m  o r  n o t ?  E x p la i n  y o u r  p o s i t io n .
6 . W h i l e  y o u  a r e  l e c t u r i n g ,  a  c o u p le  o f  s t u d e n t s  s i t t i n g  i n  b a c k  k e e p  t a l k i n g  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  
a n d  d i s t r a c t i n g  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  H o w  w i l l  y o u  r e g a i n  c o n t r o l ?
7 . O n e  o f  t h e  m o s t  p o p u l a r  c o n f e r e n c e s  in  y o u r  f i e l d  w i l l  b e  h e ld  n e x t  m o n th  a n d  y o u r  
d e p a r t m e n t  s u p p o r t s  s t u d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h e  c o n f e r e n c e  i n c l u d i n g  f i n a n c i a l  s u p p o r t  
f o r  t h e i r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a n d  a c c o m m o d a t i o n s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  i s  n o  p e n a l t y  f o r  m i s s i n g  
c l a s s  w h i l e  t h e y  a r e  a t t e n d in g  i t .  H o w  w i l l  y o u  e n c o u r a g e  s t u d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a n d  l e t  
t h e m  k n o w  a l l  t h e  b e n e f i t s  t h e y  c a n  g e t  b y  a t t e n d in g  t h i s  c o n f e r e n c e ?
8 . I n  t h e  m i d d l e  o f  t h e  s e m e s t e r ,  y o u  h a v e  n o t i c e d  t h a t  s t u d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  y o u  c la s s  is  
g e t t i n g  l o w e r  a n d  y o u  d e c i d e  t o  g iv e  e x t r a  g r a d e  to  s t u d e n t s  w h o  a r e  a c t i v e l y  e n g a g e d  in  
y o u r  c la s s .  H o w  m a n y  e x t r a  p o i n t s  w i l l  y o u  g i v e  a n d  w h y  d o  y o u  t h i n k  t h a t  t h i s  is  
l e g i t i m a t e  a l t h o u g h  i t  w a s  n o t  w r i t t e n  in  y o u r  s y l l a b u s ?
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9 . A  r e g u l a r  f e a t u r e  o f  y o u r  w e e k l y  T A  m e e t in g  i s  t o  t a l k  a b o u t  a n y  p r o b l e m s  y o u  a r e  
h a v in g .  M a n y  s t u d e n t s  i n  y o u r  s e c t i o n  d o  n o t  r e s p e c t  t h e  d e a d l i n e s  f o r  h o m e w o r k  
a s s i g n m e n t s  a n d  r e g u l a r l y  t u r n  in  t h e i r  w o r k  l a te .  E x p l a i n  t h e  p r o b l e m  to  y o u r  g r o u p  a n d  
a s k  f o r  s o m e  a d v ic e .
10 . A n o t h e r  T A  w h o  t e a c h e s  t h e  s a m e  c la s s  a s  y o u  i s  h a v i n g  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  s t u d e n t s  
c o n s i s t e n t l y  s h o w in g  u p  la te .  G i v e  y o u r  c o l l e a g u e  s o m e  a d v ic e  c o n c e r n i n g  t h i s  i s s u e  t h a t  
m a y  h e l p  h i m / h e r  t o  s o l v e  t h i s  p r o b le m .
7 . T a x o n o m y  o f  p o t e n t i a l  t o p i c s
1. I n t e r p r e t  g r a p h
2 . E x p la i n  a  t h e o r y
3 . G i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n s
4 . P a r a p h r a s e  ( l ik e  e x p l a i n i n g  to  a  s t u d e n t  w h o  d o e s n ’t  u n d e r s t a n d  w h a t  y o u  j u s t  s a id )
5 . S u m m a r i z e
6 . N e g o t i a t e
7 . C o m p l i m e n t / C r i t i c i z e
8 . D e f i n in g  a  t e r m
9 . C l a r i f y i n g  a  d e f i n i t i o n  w i th  a n o th e r  e x a m p l e  ( P r o v i d e d  a  s t u d e n t  a s k e d  f o r  th e  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n )
10 . T a l k i n g  a b o u t  a  s y l l a b u s
11 . D e s c r i b i n g  a n d  d i s c u s s i n g  a  g r a p h  ( w i th  a  s h o r t  r e l e v a n t  r e a d i n g  p a s s a g e  p r o v i d e d )
12 . D i s c u s s i n g  o r  n e g o t i a t i n g  a b o u t  a  c o n f e r e n c e  s c h e d u l e  w i t h  a  s t u d e n t
1 3 .  R e p o r t i n g  a n  e v e n t  d u r i n g  c l a s s  a t  a  T A  m e e t i n g  ( W i t h  t h e  e v e n t  p r o v i d e d  f o r  
t h e  t e s t - t a k e r s )
1 4 .  G i v i n g  a s s i g n m e n t / h o m e w o r k  t o  t h e  c l a s s
1 5 .  E x p l a i n i n g  a b o u t  a  p r o j e c t  p r o c e d u r e  to  t h e  c la s s
1 6 .  E x p l a i n i n g  a  g r a d i n g  s y s t e m
9. Test Administration Considerations
1. P r e p a r a t i o n  T im e
A t  m o s t ,  1 m in u t e  s h o u l d  b e  a l l o w e d  f o r  t h e  s t u d e n t  to  c h o o s e  t h e  n e x t  b u t to n  to  r e c o r d  
t h e i r  r e s p o n s e  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .
2 . A n s w e r in g  T im e
A t  m o s t ,  2  m in u t e s  s h o u l d  b e  a l l o w e d  f o r  t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  c h o o s e  t h e  n e x t  b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  
t h e  n e x t  q u e s t i o n  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .
3 . C a n d i d a t e  T e s t i n g  P l a c e s
I  h a v e  t w o  c a n d i d a t e  t e s t i n g  p l a c e s .  O n e  i s  G 2 5  in  F L B  a n d  t h e  o t h e r  i s  G 5 2  in  F L B .
B o t h  o f  t h e m  a r e  a  c o m p u t e r  l a b  o r  a  c la s s r o o m .  G 2 5  e q u ip s  w i t h  a b o u t  2 0  P C s  a n d  h e a d s e t s .  G 5 2  
h a s  1 6  P C s  a n d  h e a d s e t s  to o .  G 2 5  i s  t w i c e  b i g g e r  t h a n  G 5 2 .
4 . N o i s e
N o i s e  m a y  h a m p e r  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s s p e a k in g  p e r f o r m a n c e  d u r i n g  t h e  t e s t .  G 5 2  is  s m a l l e r  
a n d  d i s t a n c e  o f  P C s  i s  c l o s e r  t h a n  t h a t  o f  G 2 5 .  H e n c e ,  G 2 5  m ig h t  h a s  p r i o r i t y  a n d  G 5 2  m ig h t  b e  
th e  s e c o n d  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .
5 . S o f t w a r e  I n s t a l l a t i o n
T o  a d m i n i s t e r  t h e  t e s t ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  s h o u l d  c o n t a c t  t h e  c o m p u t e r  l a b  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  f o r  
s o f t w a r e  i n s t a l l a t i o n .  T h e  t e s t  s o f t w a r e  i s  V B  T A L E  t e s t  a n d  M P 3  c o n v e r t e r  i s  n e e d e d  to  
c o m p r e s s  W A V E  f i l e  o u t p u t s ,  b e c a u s e  M P 3  f o r m a t  i s  f a r  s m a l l e r  t h a n  W A V  f o r m a t .
T e s t  S p e c  f o r  t h e  S e m i - D i r e c t  C o m p u t e r - D e l i v e r e d  V e r s i o n
G D :
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T h i s  i s  t h e  s e m i - d i r e c t  c o m p u t e r - d e l iv e r e d  T A L E  t e s t .  T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  
i n te r a c t  w i t h  t h e  c o m p u t e r  d u r i n g  t h e  te s t .  T h e r e  i s  n o  i n t e r l o c u t o r  o r  i n t e r v i e w e r .  I n  t h i s  v e r s io n ,  
th e  f o c u s  i s  o n  r e l e v a n c y  o f  t h e  t a s k  t o p i c s  a s  o n e  o f  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n n o v a t i o n  in  t h e  T A L E  te s t  
to  t h e  c o l l e g e  l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s  f o r  t h e  e x a m i n e e s  w h o  a r e  p o t e n t i a l  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t e a c h i n g  
a s s i s t a n t s .  T h e  s e m i - d i r e c t  f o r m  o f  t h e  t e s t  i s  s e l e c t e d  to  a c h i e v e  t i m e  a n d  c o s t  e f f i c i e n t  t e s t  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  f o l l o w  th e  s t e p s  s h o w n  o n  t h e  c o m p u t e r .  T h e  t e s t  c o n s i s t s  o f  f iv e  
s t a g e s :  a u t h e n t i c a t i o n ,  i n t r o d u c t i o n ,  w a r m - u p  ( t h r e e  s h o r t  q u e s t i o n s ) ,  m a i n  t e s t  ( t e n  t a s k s ) ,  a n d  
w r a p - u p .  T h e  c o m p u t e r  w i l l  g u i d e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  f r o m  t h e  a u t h e n t i c a t i o n  to  t h e  w r a p - u p .  I t  w i l l  
t a k e  a b o u t  3 0  m in u t e s  t o  f i n i s h  t h e  t e s t .
I n  t h e  t e s t ,  t h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  p r o v i d e d  a  c o n t e x t  f o r  t h e  t e s t  a n d  t a s k s .  T h e  c o n te x t  is  
c o l l e g e  l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s  i n  th e  U .S  a n d  i t  i s  c o m p o s e d  o f  t h r e e  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  o n e s  o f  
t h e  m o s t  r e l e v a n t  o r  f a m i l i a r  s i t u a t i o n s  f o r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s .  T h e  s i t u a t i o n s  a r e  t h e  
c la s s r o o m ,  t h e  o f f i c e ,  a n d  t h e  T A  m e e t in g .  D u r i n g  th e  t e s t ,  a l l  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s r e s p o n s e s  w i l l  b e  
r e c o r d e d  f o r  f u t u r e  u s e .
T w o  r a t e r s  w i l l  g r a d e  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s r e s p o n s e  w i th  h i s / h e r  s p e e c h  s a m p le  s a v e d  o n  a  
s e c u r e d  s e r v e r .  T h e y  w i l l  f o l l o w  t h e  s c o r i n g  p r o c e d u r e  a n d  m e t h o d  w i t h  m o d i f i e d  S P E A K  te s t  
r u b r i c  b y  th e  t e s t  d e v e l o p m e n t  t e a m .  T h e  s c o r i n g  w i l l  b e  d o n e  b y  h o l i s t i c  m e t h o d .  T h e  t e s t  
r e s u l t s  a n d  f e e d b a c k  w i l l  b e  i n f o r m e d  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e  th r o u g h  a  d e s i g n a t e d  w e b s i t e  ( a  m o o d le  
c o u r s e  o n  th e  c o l l e g e  o f  e d u c a t i o n  s e r v e r ) .
R A :
A l l  o f  th e  e x a m i n e e ’s r e s p o n s e s  w i l l  b e  r e c o r d e d  o n  a  s e c u r e  s e r v e r .  R a t i n g  w i l l  b e  d o n e  u s i n g  th e  
d a t a  s a v e d  o n  t h e  s e r v e r .  T w o  r a t e r s  w i l l  r a t e  o n e  s p e e c h  s a m p le .  T h e  t e s t  r e s u l t s  a n d  f e e d b a c k  
w i l l  b e  i n f o r m e d  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e  t h r o u g h  a  d e s i g n a t e d  w e b s i t e  ( a  m o o d l e  c o u r s e  o n  t h e  c o l l e g e  o f  
e d u c a t i o n  s e r v e r ) .
S A :
S c o r i n g  R u b r i c  f o r  t h e  T A L E  T e s t
6 0  T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  a lm o s t  a lw a y s  e f f e c t i v e  i n  t e r m s  o f  
f l u e n c y ,  f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m ic  
s e t t i n g s .  T h e y  p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  v e r y  c o m p e t e n t ly .
5 0  T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  g e n e r a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  i n  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  
f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .
T h e y  p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  c o m p e t e n t ly .
4 0  T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  s o m e w h a t  e f f e c t i v e  in  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  
f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .  T h e y  
p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  s o m e w h a t  c o m p e t e n t ly .
30 Teaching assistants’ com m unicative com petence is NO T generally effective in terms o f  
fluency, functional com petence, accuracy, and coherence o f  their speech in academic 
settings. They do N O T perform given tasks generally com petently.
2 0  T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  e x t r e m e l y  p o o r  in  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  
f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .
T h e y  c a n  N O T  p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  a t  a ll .
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D e f i n i t i o n s  o f  S p e a k i n g  F e a tu r e s
F lu e n c y :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ n a tu r a l  f l o w i n g  s p e e c h  i n c l u d i n g  h e s i t a t i o n ,  r e p e t i t i o n ,  r e ­
s t r u c tu r i n g  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  w o r d s  a n d  s e n t e n c e s  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .
F u n c t io n a l  c o m p e t e n c e :  t h e  s p e a k e r ’ s a b i l i ty  to  s e l e c t  f u n c t i o n s  to  r e a s o n a b l y  a d d r e s s  t h e  t a s k  
a n d  to  s e l e c t  t h e  l a n g u a g e  n e e d e d  to  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  f u n c t io n .
A c c u r a c y :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  p r o n u n c ia t i o n ,  g r a m m a r ,  a n d  v o c a b u l a r y  in  
a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s
C o h e r e n c e :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c l e a r  a n d  l o g i c a l  o r g a n iz a t i o n  o f  h i s / h e r  u t t e r a n c e s  in  a c a d e m i c  
s e t t i n g s
* * I n t e r a c t i v e n e s s :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ s p e e c h  s t r u c tu r e ,  i t s  s e q u e n t i a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  t u r n -  
t a k i n g  r u l e s ,  s o m e t i m e s  i n c l u d i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  in  o n e - w a y  o r  t w o - w a y  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  i n  a c a d e m i c  
s e t t i n g s  ( f o r  F a c e - t o - F a c e  I n t e r v i e w )
1) A u t h e n t i c a t i o n  
G D :
T h i s  i s  a u t h e n t i c a t i o n  p r o c e s s  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  e x a m i n e e  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  t h e  t e s t .  T h i s  f i r s t  
s c r e e n  n e e d s  t o  b e  a s  s i m p le  a s  p o s s ib l e  f o r  t h e  e x a m i n e e  to  a c c e s s  t h e  t e s t  s i t e .  T h e  e x a m i n e e  is  
a s k e d  to  g i v e  t h e i r  n a m e  a n d  p a s s w o r d .  T h i s  i n f o r m a t io n  w i l l  b e  p r o v i d e d  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e  b e f o r e  
t h e  e x a m .  W h e n  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’ s i d e n t i t y  m a t c h e s  t h a t  o n  t h e  s e r v e r ,  t h e y  c a n  s u c c e s s f u l l y  e n t e r  
th e  t e s t  s i t e .  T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  c l i c k  t h e  “ l o g i n ”  b u t t o n  to  p r e v e n t  a u to m a t i c  s c r e e n  
c h a n g e .
SF
[ P l a c e  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s p e a k in g  t e s t . ]
W e l c o m e  to  t h e  T A L E  ( T e a c h i n g  A s s i s t a n t  L a n g u a g e  E x a m )  te s t .
P l e a s e  l o g in  t o  t h e  T A L E  t e s t .
N e t I D :  [ N e t I D  b o x ]
P a s s w o r d :  [ P a s s w o r d  b o x ]
[ L O G I N  b u t to n ]
{D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
2 )  I n t r o d u c t i o n
A  n a r r a t o r  w i l l  g i v e  a n  i n t r o d u c t i o n  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e  a n d  g u i d e  h i m / h e r  t h r o u g h  th e  t e s t .  T h i s  
n a r r a t io n  m a y  b e  d e l i v e r e d  v i a  a u d io  c l i p s .  T h e  n a r r a t o r  w i l l  c o v e r  g e n e r a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  t e s t ,  
t h e  n u m b e r  o f  t e s t  t a s k s ,  c o n t e n t  o r  t o p ic s  o f  t h e  t e s t ,  t im e  l im i t  o f  t h e  t e s t  s u c h  a s  p r e p a r a t i o n  
t im e  a n d  r e s p o n d i n g  t im e ,  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s  b e h a v i o r  t o  t a k e  t h e  t e s t  s u c h  a s  t o  l i s t e n  t o  t h e  t a s k s ,  to  
r e s p o n d  to  t h e  q u e s t io n s  a n d  to  m o v e  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  W e l c o m e  to  t h e  T A L E  t e s t .  T h i s  t e s t  i s  d e s i g n e d  to  a s s e s s  y o u r  E n g l i s h  
s p e a k in g  p r o f i c i e n c y  a s  a  p o t e n t i a l  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t  ( T A )  in  a  c o l l e g e - l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g .  
W h e n  y o u  t a k e  t h e  t e s t ,  y o u  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  r e s p o n d  to  t h e  t a s k s ,  w h i c h  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  h a p p e n  in  a  
c o l l e g e - l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g .  T h e  t a s k s  r e p r e s e n t  s o m e  t y p i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  in  T A  
o f f i c e  h o u r s ,  a n d  in  T A  m e e t in g s .  Y o u r  r e s p o n s e s  w i l l  b e  r e c o r d e d  s o  t h a t  w e l l  t r a i n e d  r a t e r s  c a n  
e v a l u a t e  y o u r  E n g l i s h  s p e a k in g  p r o f i c i e n c y .
T h e y  w i l l  r a t e  y o u r  s p e a k i n g  a b i l i t y  b a s e d  o n  th e  f o l l o w in g  s c o r i n g  r u b r i c :
S P E A K  S c o r i n g  R u b r i c
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6 0  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  a lm o s t  a lw a y s  e f f e c t i v e :  t a s k  p e r f o r m e d  v e r y  c o m p e t e n t ly .
50 Communication generally effective: task performed competently.
4 0  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  s o m e w h a t  e f f e c t iv e :  t a s k  p e r f o r m e d  s o m e w h a t  c o m p e t e n t ly .
3 0  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  g e n e r a l l y  n o t  e f f e c t i v e :  t a s k  g e n e r a l l y  p e r f o r m e d  p o o r l y .
2 0  N o  e f f e c t i v e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n :  n o  e v id e n c e  o f  a b i l i t y  t o  p e r f o r m  ta s k .
P l e a s e  l i s t e n  t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  d i r e c t i o n s  c a r e f u l ly .
T h e r e  a r e  t e n  q u e s t i o n s  i n  t h i s  e x a m ,  w h i c h  w i l l  l a s t  a p p r o x im a t e ly  t w e n t y  m in u t e s .  S o m e  
q u e s t io n s  w i l l  i n c l u d e  a u d io  o r  v i d e o  c l i p s  p r o v i d in g  y o u  w i t h  s o m e  i n f o r m a t i o n  to  h e lp  y o u  
r e s p o n d  to  t h e  q u e s t i o n s .  Y o u  c a n  s e e  t h e  v i d e o  c l i p s  a n d  l i s t e n  to  a u d io  c l i p s  tw i c e .  Y o u  w i l l  
h a v e  O N E  m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t i m e  b e f o r e  y o u  a n s w e r .  Y o u  c a n  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  
c l i c k in g  o n  t h e  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]  a t  y o u r  c o n v e n i e n c e ,  o r  i t  w i l l  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  
a f t e r  o n e  m in u t e .  W h e n  y o u  r e s p o n d  to  e a c h  q u e s t io n ,  y o u  w i l l  h a v e  a  m a x i m u m  o f  T W O  
m in u te s .  S p e a k  a s  m u c h  a s  y o u  c a n ,  b u t  d o  n o t  f e e l  t h a t  y o u  m u s t  s p e a k  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  t w o  m in u te s .  
Y o u  c a n  r e f e r  t o  t h e  c l o c k  o n  t h e  s c r e e n .  T h e  q u e s t io n  w i t h  t h e  l o w e s t  s c o r e  w i l l  b e  d r o p p e d .
N o w ,  p l e a s e  p l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t t o n  to  b e g in  t h e  te s t .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
{D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
S A :
T h i s  p a r t  w i l l  n o t  b e  s c o r e d .
3 )  W a r m - u p :
G D :
T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h e  w a r m - u p  q u e s t io n s  i s  t o  m a k e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  c o m f o r t a b l e  a n d  l o w e r  t h e i r  t e s t  
a n x ie ty .  Q u e s t i o n s  a r e  a s  s i m p le  a s  p o s s ib l e  f o r  t h e  e x a m i n e e  t o  a n s w e r  i n  a n  e a s y  a n d  p r o m p t  
m a n n e r .
P A :
T h r e e  s h o r t  q u e s t i o n s  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e .  A n  a u d io  c l i p  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t i o n  i s  p l a y e d  
o n e  t im e  a n d  t h e  t e x t  n e e d s  t o  b e  p r o v i d e d  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e .
R A :
T h e  e x a m i n e e  i s  a s k e d  t o  l i s t e n  t o  t h e  q u e s t io n s  a n d  r e s p o n d  to  t h e m  w i t h i n  1 0  s e c o n d s .
S L
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s p e a k in g  t e s t  h e r e ]
( A  m a l e  N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  w a r m - u p .w a v )  T h i s  i s  W A R M - U P .  L i s t e n  t o  t h e  f o l l o w in g  
q u e s t io n s  a n d  r e c o r d  y o u r  a n s w e r s  in  t h e  T E N  s e c o n d s  p r o v i d e d  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t io n .  T h i s  p a r t  is  
n o t  s c o r e d  a n d  t h e  r e c o r d e r  w i l l  t u r n  o n  a n d  o f f  a u to m a t i c a l l y .
< Q u e s t io n  1 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  H o w  a r e  y o u  t o d a y ?  ( 1 0  s e c )
( T u r n  o n  th e  r e c o r d e r  a u to m a t i c a l l y )  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
< Q u e s t io n  2 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  H o w ’s t h e  w e a t h e r  t o d a y ?  ( 1 0  s e c )
( T u r n  o n  t h e  r e c o r d e r  a u to m a t i c a l l y )  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
< Q u e s t io n  3 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  W h a t  i s  y o u r  d e p a r t m e n t  a n d  c o l l e g e ?  ( 1 0  s e c )
( T u r n  o n  t h e  r e c o r d e r  a u to m a t i c a l l y )  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  T h i s  is  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  W A R M - U P .  Y o u  w i l l  n o w  t a k e  t h e  t e s t .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t t o n  to  b e g in  t h e  m a in  te s t .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
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S A :
T h i s  p a r t  is  n o t  r a te d .
4 )  T h e  M a i n  T e s t  
G D :
T h i s  i s  a  b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  m a in  te s t .  T h e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  a b o u t  t h e  t h e m e  o f  t h e  t e s t  w h ic h  
is  a  T A s ’ d a i l y  r o u t i n e  i n  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .  T h e  m a in  t e s t  c o n s i s t s  o f  t h r e e  s e t t i n g s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
o f  a  T A s ’ r o u t in e .  T h e  s e t t i n g s  a r e  h i g h ly  a u th e n t i c  a n d  r e l e v a n t ,  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  t h e  o f f i c e s ,  a n d  a  
T A  m e e t in g .  T e n  t a s k s  a r e  s e l e c t e d  f r o m  t h e  t o p ic  a n d  t a s k  b a n k s  a b o v e .  F o u r  t a s k s  a r e  a s s i g n e d  
to  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  a n d  t h r e e  t a s k s  e a c h  to  t h e  o f f i c e  a n d  t h e  T A  m e e t in g .  D e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  t h e  t e s t  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  a r e  p r o v i d e d  f o r  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e  (1  m in u t e s ) ,  a n d  t h e  a n s w e r in g  t im e  (2  
m in u t e s )  p e r  t a s k .  T h e  t a s k s  a r e  p r o v i d e d  u s i n g  a u d io  o r  v i d e o  c l i p s  o r  p i c t u r e s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t e x t  f o r  
e a c h  p r o m p t .  A n y  a u d i o  o r  v i d e o  c l i p s  w i l l  b e  p l a y e d  t w i c e  a t  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s c o n v e n i e n c e .  T h e s e  
a u r a l  c u e s  w i l l  p l a y  a n  i m p o r t a n t  r o l e  in  a c t i v a t in g  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s s c h e m a .
W i t h  e a c h  t r a n s i t i o n ,  a n  a u d io  n a r r a t i o n  w i l l  g u i d e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  to  t h e  n e x t  s t e p .  T h i s  
g u i d e  s h o u l d  b e  s h o r t  a n d  s im p le .
[ I n s e r t  t h r e e  p i c t u r e s  o f  a  c l a s s r o o m ,  a n  o f f i c e ,  a n d  a  T A  m e e t in g  a t  a n  A m e r i c a n  c o l l e g e  h e r e . ]  
D i r e c t io n s :  N o w  s u p p o s e  y o u  a r e  a  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t  a t  a n  A m e r i c a n  c o l l e g e .  Y o u  a r e  t e a c h i n g  a  
b a s i c  c la s s  i n  y o u r  f i e l d .  Y o u  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  r e s p o n d  to  T E N  q u e s t io n s  l i k e  t h o s e  w h ic h  
t y p i c a l l y  a r i s e  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  i n  T A  o f f i c e  h o u r s ,  a n d  in  T A  m e e t in g s .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  a  p i c t u r e  
o r  a n  a u d io  c l i p  o r  a  v i d e o  c l i p  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t io n ,  w h i c h  w i l l  g u i d e  y o u  in  f o r m in g  y o u r  a n s w e r s .  
B e f o r e  y o u  a n s w e r  e a c h  q u e s t i o n ,  y o u  w i l l  h a v e  1 m in u t e  t o  p r e p a r e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  
r e c o r d i n g  b y  c l i c k i n g  t h e  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]  o r  i t  w i l l  a u to m a t i c a l l y  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g .
(1 )  In  th e  c la s s r o o m  
G D :
T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  p a r t  i s  to  a s s e s s  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s c o m m u n i c a t i v e  s p e a k i n g  a b i l i t y  in  th e  
c l a s s r o o m  s e t t i n g .  E a c h  T a s k  in  t h i s  p a r t  is  d e s i g n e d  to  h a v e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  p r o d u c e  r a t a b l e  s p e e c h  
s a m p le s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f o u r  q u e s t io n s .  T h e  e x a m i n e e ’s  s p e e c h  a c t i v i t i e s  s h o u l d  b e  
h i g h ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  c o l l e g e - l e v e l  c l a s s r o o m  s e t t i n g ,  w h i c h  i s  o n e  p a r t  o f  t h e  T A s ’ d a i ly  r o u t in e s .  
P A :
F o u r  q u e s t io n s  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e .  S o m e  q u e s t io n s  c o n ta i n  a u d io  o r  v i d e o  c l ip s .  
S o m e t i m e s ,  a  s h o r t  r e a d i n g  p a s s a g e  m a y  b e  p r o v i d e d .  T h e  e x a m i n e e s  c a n  l i s t e n  t o  o r  v i e w  t h e m  
tw ic e .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  h a v e  a t  m o s t  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a l l o w e d  
to  c h o o s e  t h e  n e x t  b u t t o n  to  r e c o r d  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  h a v e  a t  m o s t  2  m in u t e s  a n s w e r in g  t im e  a n d  t h e y  c a n  c h o o s e  th e  n e x t  
b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  q u e s t i o n  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .  T o  r e c o r d  t h e i r  a n s w e r ,  th e  
e x a m i n e e  is  a s k e d  to  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n .  W h e n  th e  t im e  i s  u p ,  t h e  p r o g r a m  w i l l  t u r n  o f f  th e  
r e c o r d i n g  f u n c t i o n .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  c l i c k s  t o  m o v e  o n  to  t h e  n e x t  q u e s t io n .
R A :
T h e  e x a m i n e e  i s  a s k e d  to  r e s p o n d  to  t h e  q u e s t io n s  a s  m u c h  a s  t h e y  c a n  w i t h in  t h e  g i v e n  t im e  o r  
m o r e  t h a n  4 5  s e c o n d s .
SF
< Q u e s t io n  1 >
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  to p ic ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q l . w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  1. I m a g i n e  y o u  a r e  t e a c h i n g  a  b a s i c  c la s s  in  t h e  
c la s s r o o m .
I t ’s M o n d a y  m o r n in g  s o m e t i m e  d u r i n g  th e  m id d l e  o f  t h e  s e m e s te r .  S t a r t  y o u r  c la s s .  Y o u  s h o u ld  
c o m p l e t e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f u n c t i o n s  in  t h i s  t a s k :  g r e e t  t h e  c l a s s ,  c o l l e c t  t h e  h o m e w o r k  a s s i g n m e n t ,  
a n d  i n t r o d u c e  t o p i c s  o f  t o d a y ’s l e s s o n .
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R e v ie w  f o r  m i d t e r m  e x a m .  A s s i g n m e n t  f o r  n e x t  w e e k  h a s  b e e n  c a n c e l l e d .
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  
c l i c k in g  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m i n u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  
[ I n s e r t  a  t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  t o  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
Transition
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  T h i s  c l a s s  is  o v e r .  L e t ’ s g o  to  y o u r  o f f i c e .
( 2 )  In  th e  o f f i c e  
G D :
T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  p a r t  i s  to  a s s e s s  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s c o m m u n i c a t i v e  s p e a k i n g  a b i l i t y  in  t h e  o f f i c e  
s e t t i n g .  E a c h  T a s k  in  t h i s  p a r t  i s  d e s i g n e d  to  h a v e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  p r o d u c e  a  r a t a b l e  s p e e c h  s a m p le .  
T h e  e x a m i n e e ’s s p e e c h  a c t i v i t i e s  s h o u l d  b e  h i g h ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  o f f i c e  s e t t i n g  in  a  c o l l e g e - l e v e l  
a c a d e m ic  s e t t i n g ,  w h i c h  i s  o n e  o f  t h e  T A s ’ d a i ly  r o u t in e s .
P A :
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  q u e s t io n s .  E a c h  q u e s t io n  c o n t a i n s  a  l i s t e n i n g  o r  v i d e o  
c l i p .  T h e  e x a m i n e e s  c a n  v i e w  t h e m  tw i c e .  S o m e t i m e s ,  a  s h o r t  r e a d i n g  p a s s a g e  m a y  b e  p r o v i d e d .
T h e  q u e s t io n s  s h o u l d  b e  s i m p le  s o  a s  n o t  t o  c a u s e  u n d u e  a n x ie t y  t o  t h e  e x a m i n e e .  L e n g t h  
o f  t h e  q u e s t io n s  w i l l  b e  l i m i t e d  to  a b o u t  2 0  w o r d s .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  h a v e  a t  m o s t  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a l l o w e d  
to  c h o o s e  t h e  n e x t  b u t t o n  to  r e c o r d  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  h a v e  a t  m o s t  2  m in u t e s  a n s w e r i n g  t im e  a n d  t h e y  c a n  c h o o s e  t h e  n e x t  
b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  q u e s t i o n  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .  T o  r e c o r d  t h e i r  a n s w e r ,  th e  
e x a m i n e e  is  a s k e d  to  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d i n g  b u t to n .  W h e n  t h e  t i m e  i s  u p ,  t h e  p r o g r a m  w i l l  t u r n  o f f  
t h e  r e c o r d i n g  f u n c t i o n .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  c l i c k s  t o  m o v e  o n  to  t h e  n e x t  q u e s t io n .
R A :
T h e  e x a m i n e e  i s  a s k e d  to  r e s p o n d  to  t h e  q u e s t io n s  a s  m u c h  a s  t h e y  c a n  w i t h i n  t h e  g i v e n  t im e .
S I:
[ A n  a u d io  c l i p ,  v i d e o  c l i p ,  o r  o n e  o r  t w o  p i c t u r e s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  t a s k ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  N o w  y o u  a r e  a t  y o u r  T A  o f f i c e .
A  S t u d e n t  i s n ’t  s u r e  w h e r e  t o  g o  to  g r a d u a t e  s c h o o l .  E x p la i n  w h y  y o u r  u n i v e r s i t y  w o u l d  b e  a  
g o o d  c h o ic e .
T r a n s i t i o n :
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  N o w  y o u  h a v e  a  T A  m e e t in g  w i th  y o u r  p r o f e s s o r  a n d  c o l l e a g u e s .  L e t ’ s g o  
to  t h e  m e e t in g  r o o m .
(3 )  I n  t h e  T A  m e e t in g  
G D :
T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  p a r t  i s  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s c o m m u n i c a t i v e  s p e a k i n g  a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  T A  
m e e t in g  s e t t i n g .  T h i s  p a r t  i s  d e s i g n e d  to  h a v e  t h e  e x a m i n e e  p r o d u c e  r a t a b l e  s p e e c h  s a m p le s
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a c c o r d in g  to  t h r e e  q u e s t io n s .  T h e  e x a m i n e e ’s s p e e c h  a c t i v i t i e s  s h o u l d  b e  h i g h l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  T A  
m e e t in g  s e t t i n g  in  a  c o l l e g e - l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g ,  w h i c h  i s  o n e  o f  t h e  T A s ’ d a i l y  r o u t in e s .
P A :
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  q u e s t io n s .  E a c h  q u e s t io n  c o n t a i n s  a  l i s t e n i n g  o r  v i d e o  
c l ip .  T h e  e x a m i n e e s  c a n  v i e w  t h e m  tw i c e .  S o m e t i m e s ,  a  s h o r t  r e a d i n g  p a s s a g e  m a y  b e  p r o v i d e d .
T h e  q u e s t i o n s  s h o u l d  b e  s i m p le  s o  a s  n o t  to  c a u s e  u n d u e  a n x ie t y  t o  t h e  e x a m i n e e .  L e n g t h  
o f  t h e  q u e s t io n s  w i l l  b e  l i m i t e d  t o  a b o u t  2 0  w o r d s .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  h a v e  a t  m o s t  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  a l l o w e d  
to  c h o o s e  t h e  n e x t  b u t t o n  to  r e c o r d  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  h a v e  a t  m o s t  2  m in u t e s  a n s w e r in g  t im e  a n d  t h e y  c a n  c h o o s e  th e  n e x t  
b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  q u e s t i o n  a t  t h e i r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .  T o  r e c o r d  t h e i r  a n s w e r ,  th e  
e x a m i n e e  is  a s k e d  to  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d i n g  b u t to n .  W h e n  t h e  t i m e  i s  u p ,  t h e  p r o g r a m  w i l l  t u r n  o f f  
t h e  r e c o r d i n g  f u n c t i o n .
T h e  e x a m i n e e  c l i c k s  t o  m o v e  o n t o  t h e  n e x t  q u e s t io n .
R A :
T h e  e x a m i n e e  i s  a s k e d  to  r e s p o n d  to  t h e  q u e s t io n s  a s  m u c h  a s  t h e y  c a n  w i t h in  t h e  g i v e n  t im e .
S L
[ A n  a u d io  c l i p ,  v i d e o  c l i p ,  o r  o n e  o r  t w o  p i c t u r e s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  ta s k ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  Y o u  a r e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  a  T A  m e e t in g .
H o w  i m p o r t a n t  d o  y o u  r a t e  c l a s s  a t t e n d a n c e ?  H e r e  a r e  t w o  s t u d e n t s  y o u  c a n  t h i n k  o f  i n  t e r m s  o f  
a t t e n d a n c e  v s .  i m p r o v e m e n t  in  t h e  c la s s .  P a u l  d i d  a  g r e a t  j o b  in  a l l  t e s t s  b a s e d  o n  w h a t  h e  l e a r n e d  
b e f o r e  b u t  h e  r a r e l y  s h o w e d  u p  t h e  c la s s .  M a r y  h a d  a  b a d  s c o r e  o n  t h e  f i r s t  t e s t  b u t  s h e  is  
im p r o v i n g  a  l o t  w h i l e  t h e  s e m e s t e r  g o e s .  S h e  n e v e r  m i s s e s  c la s s .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  o p i n io n  a b o u t  
g r a d in g  t h o s e  s t u d e n t s ?
5 )  W r a p - u p
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  N o w  t h i s  i s  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  te s t .
T h a n k  y o u .  H a v e  a  g r e a t  d a y .
[ E n d  o f  t h e  t e s t ]
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A TALE Sample Test -  the Semi-Direct Computer-Delivered Version
L e g e n d :  [] -  M e s s a g e  to  t a s k  w r i t e r s ,  ( )  -  M e s s a g e  to  n a r r a t o r s ,  {} -  M e s s a g e  to  t e c h n i c i a n s
1) A u t h e n t i c a t i o n
[ P la c e  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s p e a k in g  t e s t . ]
[ A  f e m a le  N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  a u th e n t ic a t i o n .w a v }  W e l c o m e  to  t h e  T A L E  ( T e a c h i n g  A s s i s t a n t  
L a n g u a g e  E x a m )  t e s t .
P l e a s e  l o g in  t o  t h e  T A L E  t e s t .
N e t I D :  [ N e t I D  b o x ]
P a s s w o r d :  [ P a s s w o r d  b o x ]
[ L O G I N  b u t to n ]
[ T u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
2 )  I n t r o d u c t i o n
[ A  f e m a le  N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p -  i n t r o d u c t i o n .w a v ]  W e l c o m e  t o  t h e  T A L E  t e s t .  T h i s  t e s t  is  
d e s i g n e d  to  a s s e s s  y o u r  E n g l i s h  s p e a k in g  p r o f i c i e n c y  a s  a  p o t e n t i a l  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t  ( T A )  in  a  
c o l l e g e - l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g .  W h e n  y o u  t a k e  t h e  t e s t ,  y o u  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  to  r e s p o n d  to  t h e  t a s k s ,  
w h i c h  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  h a p p e n  in  a  c o l l e g e - l e v e l  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g .  T h e  t a s k s  r e p r e s e n t  s o m e  t y p ic a l  
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  in  T A  o f f i c e  h o u r s ,  a n d  in  T A  m e e t in g s .  Y o u r  r e s p o n s e s  w i l l  b e  
r e c o r d e d  s o  t h a t  w e l l  t r a i n e d  r a t e r s  c a n  e v a l u a t e  y o u r  E n g l i s h  s p e a k in g  p r o f i c i e n c y .
T h e y  w i l l  r a t e  y o u r  s p e a k in g  a b i l i t y  b a s e d  o n  th e  f o l l o w in g  s c o r i n g  r u b r i c :
•  F l u e n c y :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ n a tu r a l  f l o w i n g  s p e e c h  i n c l u d i n g  u s e  o f  l a n g u a g e  f u n c t i o n s ,  
h e s i t a t i o n ,  r e p e t i t i o n ,  r e - s t r u c t u r i n g  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  w o r d s  a n d  s e n t e n c e s  in  a c a d e m i c  
s e t t i n g s .
•  I n t e r a c t i v e n e s s :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ s p e e c h  s t r u c tu r e ,  i t s  s e q u e n t i a l  o r g a n iz a t i o n  a n d  
t u r n - t a k i n g  r u l e s ,  s o m e t i m e s  i n c l u d i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  i n  o n e - w a y  o r  t w o - w a y  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  
in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s
•  A c c u r a c y :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  g r a m m a r ,  a n d  
v o c a b u l a r y  i n  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s
•  C o h e r e n c e :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c l e a r  a n d  l o g i c a l  o r g a n iz a t i o n  o f  h i s / h e r  u t t e r a n c e s  in  
a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s
P le a s e  l i s t e n  t o  t h e  f o l l o w in g  d i r e c t i o n s  c a r e f u l ly .
T h e r e  a r e  t e n  q u e s t i o n s  i n  t h i s  e x a m ,  w h i c h  w i l l  l a s t  a p p r o x im a t e ly  t h i r t y  m in u t e s .  S o m e  
q u e s t io n s  w i l l  i n c l u d e  a u d io  o r  v i d e o  c l i p s  p r o v i d in g  y o u  w i t h  s o m e  i n f o r m a t i o n  to  h e lp  y o u  
r e s p o n d  to  t h e  q u e s t i o n s .  Y o u  c a n  s e e  t h e  v i d e o  c l i p s  a n d  l i s t e n  to  a u d io  c l i p s  tw i c e .  Y o u  w i l l  
h a v e  O N E  m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e  b e f o r e  y o u  a n s w e r .  Y o u  c a n  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  
c l i c k in g  o n  t h e  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]  a t  y o u r  c o n v e n i e n c e .  W h e n  y o u  r e s p o n d  to  e a c h  q u e s t io n ,  y o u  
w i l l  h a v e  a  m a x i m u m  o f  T W O  m in u t e s .  S p e a k  a s  m u c h  a s  y o u  c a n ,  b u t  d o  n o t  f e e l  t h a t  y o u  m u s t  
s p e a k  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  t w o  m in u t e s .  Y o u  c a n  r e f e r  t o  t h e  c l o c k  o n  th e  s c r e e n .  T h e  q u e s t io n  w i th  t h e  
l o w e s t  s c o r e  w i l l  b e  d r o p p e d .
N o w ,  p l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  b e g in  t h e  t e s t .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
3 )  W a r m - u p :
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s p e a k in g  t e s t  h e r e ]
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( A  f e m a le  N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  w a r m - u p .w a v )  T h i s  i s  W A R M - U P .  L i s t e n  t o  t h e  f o l l o w in g  
q u e s t io n s  a n d  r e c o r d  y o u r  a n s w e r s  in  t h e  T E N  s e c o n d s  p r o v i d e d  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t io n .  T h i s  p a r t  is  
n o t  s c o r e d .
P l e a s e  f o l l o w  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  o f  r e c o r d e r  f u n c t i o n s  c a r e f u l ly .
•  T o  r e c o r d  y o u r  r e s p o n s e ,  c l i c k  t h e  c i r c l e  a t  t h e  r i g h t .  T h e  r e c o r d e r  w i l l  b e  a u to m a t i c a l l y  
t u r n e d  o f f  w h e n  t h e  t i m e  i s  u p .
•  T o  s t o p  r e c o r d i n g ,  c l i c k  t h e  s q u a r e  in  t h e  m id d le .
•  T o  s t a r t  o v e r  y o u r  r e s p o n s e ,  c l i c k  t h e  r e w i n d  b u t to n  a t  t h e  le f t .  Y o u  c a n  s a v e  y o u r  r e s p o n s e  
in  th e  r e m a i n i n g  t im e .  T h e  r e c o r d e r  w i l l  b e  a u to m a t i c a l l y  t u r n e d  o f f  w h e n  t h e  t im e  is  u p .
■ l u l l . .  I , —  J  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
< Q u e s t io n  1 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  H o w  a r e  y o u  to d a y ?  ( 1 0  s e c )
( T u r n  o n  t h e  r e c o r d e r  a u to m a t i c a l l y )  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
< Q u e s t io n  2 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  H o w ’s  t h e  w e a t h e r  t o d a y ?  ( 1 0  s e c )
( T u r n  o n  t h e  r e c o r d e r  a u to m a t i c a l l y )  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
< Q u e s t io n  3 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  W h a t  i s  y o u r  d e p a r t m e n t  a n d  c o l l e g e ?  ( 1 0  s e c )
( T u r n  o n  t h e  r e c o r d e r  a u to m a t i c a l l y )  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  T h i s  i s  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  W A R M - U P .  Y o u  w i l l  n o w  t a k e  t h e  t e s t .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  b e g in  t h e  m a i n  t e s t .  I f  y o u  d o  n o t  r e s p o n d ,  i t  w i l l  
a u to m a t i c a l l y  t u r n  i n to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  t o  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
4 )  T h e  M a i n  T e s t
[ I n s e r t  t h r e e  p i c t u r e s  o f  a  c l a s s r o o m ,  a n  o f f i c e ,  a n d  a  T A  m e e t in g  a t  a n  A m e r i c a n  c o l l e g e  h e r e . ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  - m a i n .w a v ) :  N o w  s u p p o s e  y o u  a r e  a  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t  a t  a n  A m e r i c a n  
c o l l e g e .  Y o u  a r e  t e a c h i n g  a  b a s i c  c la s s  in  y o u r  f i e ld .  Y o u  w i l l  b e  a s k e d  t o  r e s p o n d  to  T E N  
q u e s t io n s  l ik e  t h o s e  w h i c h  t y p i c a l l y  a r i s e  in  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  i n  T A  o f f i c e  h o u r s ,  a n d  in  T A  
m e e t in g s .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  a  p i c t u r e  o r  a n  a u d io  c l i p  o r  a  v i d e o  c l i p  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t io n ,  w h i c h  w i l l  
g u i d e  y o u  in  f o r m i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r s .
B e f o r e  y o u  a n s w e r  e a c h  q u e s t i o n ,  y o u  w i l l  h a v e  1 m in u t e  t o  p r e p a r e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  
r e c o r d i n g  b y  c l i c k i n g  t h e  [ R E C O R D  b u t to n ] .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  I f  
y o u  d o  n o t  l ik e  y o u r  r e s p o n s e ,  y o u  c a n  s t a r t  o v e r  t h e  r e c o r d i n g  in  t h e  g i v e n  t im e .  P l e a s e  m a k e  
s u r e  t h a t  y o u r  r e s p o n s e  s h o u l d  l a s t  a t  l e a s t  1 m in u te .
N o w ,  l e t ’ s g o  to  y o u r  c l a s s r o o m .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  b e g in  t h e  m a i n  te s t .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
{D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
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(1 )  In  t h e  c l a s s r o o m
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n ]
< Q u e s t io n  1 >
( N a r r a to r ,  a u d io  c l i p  -  q l . w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  1. I m a g i n e  y o u  a r e  t e a c h i n g  a  b a s i c  c la s s  in  t h e  
c la s s r o o m .
I t ’ s M o n d a y  m o r n i n g  s o m e t i m e  d u r i n g  t h e  m id d l e  o f  t h e  s e m e s te r .  S t a r t  y o u r  c la s s .  Y o u  s h o u l d  
c o m p l e t e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f u n c t i o n s  i n  t h i s  t a s k :  g r e e t  t h e  c l a s s ,  c o l l e c t  t h e  h o m e w o r k  a s s i g n m e n t ,  
a n d  i n t r o d u c e  to p i c s  o f  t o d a y ’s l e s s o n .
E x a m p l e s  o f  y o u r  c l a s s e s :  E n g in e e r i n g ,  l a n g u a g e ,  m a th ,  s t a t i s t i c s ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  e tc .
R e v ie w  f o r  m i d t e r m  e x a m
A s s i g n m e n t  f o r  n e x t  w e e k  h a s  b e e n  c a n c e l l e d .
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  
c l i c k in g  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u to m a t i c a l ly .}
< Q u e s t io n  2 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q 2 .w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  2 .
Y o u r  s t u d e n t s  t o o k  t h e i r  f i r s t  e x a m  l a s t  w e e k .  U s in g  t h e  i n f o r m a t io n  p r o v i d e d ,  p r e s e n t  a n  
o v e r v i e w  o f  s t u d e n t  p e r f o r m a n c e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n  to  g o i n g  o v e r  t h e  s c o r e s ,  y o u  m a y  p o i n t  o u t  
c o m m o n  p r o b l e m s  o r  g i v e  t h e m  s o m e  a d v ic e  f o r  im p r o v e m e n t .  P l e a s e  s t u d y  th e  f o l l o w in g  in  3 0  
s e c o n d s ._________________________________________________________________________________________________________
•  N u m b e r  o f  s t u d e n t s = 4 0
•  H i g h e s t  s c o r e = 9 2  L o w e s t  s c o r e = 6 0







A B C D F
•  F r e q u e n t  E r r o r s  &  M i s t a k e s
- Q u e s t i o n  1 4 : D i s t i n g u i s h  m e a n ,  m e d i a n ,  a n d  m o d e  a n d  i l l u s t r a t e  e a c h  o f  t h e m  w i t h  g r a p h s .
- P o i n t s  o f f :  a n s w e r s  w i t h o u t  a n y  s u p p o r t i n g  w o r k
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•  A d v ic e :  G i v e  s t u d e n t s  s o m e  g e n e r a l  a d v ic e  a b o u t  h o w  t o  i m p r o v e  t h e i r  p e r f o r m a n c e  in  t h e  
c la s s .
•  R e m i n d e r :  O f f i c e  H o u r s  W e d n e s d a y  2 - 3  p m
Y o u  h a v e  1 m i n u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
th e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  - q  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  th e  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
{D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
< Q u e s t io n  3 >
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q 3 .w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  3 .
D e f i n e  a  t e r m  o r  c o n c e p t  f r o m  y o u r  f i e l d  o f  s tu d y .  A f t e r  y o u  f i n i s h  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n ,  c h e c k  y o u r  
s t u d e n t s ’ c o m p r e h e n s i o n  b y  a s k i n g  t h e m  a  b a s i c  c o m p r e h e n s i o n  q u e s t io n  a b o u t  t h e  t e r m  o r  
c o n c e p t  y o u  d e f in e d .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  “ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e ”  i s  a  c o n c e p t  t h a t  s p e a k e r s  o f  a  
l a n g u a g e  h a v e  to  h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  g r a m m a t i c a l  c o m p e t e n c e  in  o r d e r  t o  b e  a b l e  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e  
e f f e c t i v e ly  in  a  l a n g u a g e ;  t h e y  a l s o  n e e d  to  k n o w  h o w  l a n g u a g e  i s  u s e d  b y  m e m b e r s  o f  a  s p e e c h  
c o m m u n i ty  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  t h e i r  p u r p o s e s .
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  
c l i c k in g  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  
[ I n s e r t  a  t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  th e  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t t o n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
< Q u e s t io n  4 >
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q 4 .w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  4 .
Y o u  h a v e  a n  i m p o r t a n t  m e e t in g  t o m o r r o w  d u r i n g  y o u r  r e g u l a r l y  s c h e d u l e d  o f f i c e  h o u r s .  E x p la i n  
to  y o u r  s t u d e n t s  t h a t  y o u  w i l l  n o t  b e  h a v in g  o f f i c e  h o u r s  a n d  o f f e r  t h e m  a n  a l t e r n a t iv e
E x a m p l e s  o f  a n  i m p o r t a n t  m e e t in g :  a  d e p a r t m e n t a l  B r o w n b a g  s e m in a r ,  a n  a p p o i n t m e n t  w i th  y o u r  
a d v i s o r ,  a n  i m p o r t a n t  e x a m ,  a  c o n f e r e n c e ,  e tc .
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
th e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
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N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  - t r a n s i t i o n 4 - 5 .w a v )  S t o p  th e  r e c o r d i n g .
[ T r a n s i t i o n ] :  ( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p )  Y o u r  c la s s  is  o v e r .  N o w ,  l e t ’ s  g o  to  y o u r  o f f i c e .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
( 2 )  In  t h e  o f f i c e
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q 5 .w a v )  N o w  y o u  a r e  a t  y o u r  T A  o f f i c e  d u r i n g  o f f i c e  h o u r s .
< Q u e s t io n  5 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  5 .
W a t c h  a  v i d e o  c l i p  a b o u t  a  T A ’s  a d v i s in g  in  a  T A  o f f i c e  s e t t i n g .
[ I n s e r t  a  v i d e o  c l ip :  a  n a tu r a l  ta lk ]
( S c r ip ts :  n o t  s h o w n  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e . )
S tu d e n t :  C o u l d  y o u  g i v e  m e  s o m e  a d v ic e  o n  c h o o s i n g  a  g o o d  g r a d u a t e  s c h o o l ?
T A :  L e t  m e  s e e .  I  t h i n k  y o u  s h o u l d  f i r s t l y  n e e d  to  k n o w  w h a t  y o u  w a n t  t o  d o  a t  t h e  g r a d u a t e  
s c h o o l  c le a r l y .
S tu d e n t :  W h a t  y o u  m e a n ?
T A :  I  m e a n  w h a t  y o u  w a n t  t o  m a j o r ?
N e a r  th e  e n d  o f  t h e  s e m e s t e r ,  o n e  o f  y o u r  s t u d e n t s  c o m e s  to  y o u r  o f f i c e  h o u r  a n d  w a n t s  s o m e  
a d v ic e  a b o u t  g o i n g  t o  g r a d u a t e  s c h o o l .  G i v e  h i m / h e r  s o m e  a d v ic e  a b o u t  t h e  to p ic .
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  S t o p  th e  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
{D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
< Q u e s t io n  6 >
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n ]
(Narrator: audio clip -  q6.wav) Question number 6.
A  s t u d e n t  r e a l l y  e n jo y s  y o u r  c l a s s  a n d  is  i n t e r e s t e d  in  t a k i n g  m o r e  c o u r s e s  w i th  s i m i l a r  c o n te n t .  
S u g g e s t  s o m e  o t h e r  c o u r s e s  t h a t  y o u r  s t u d e n t  m ig h t  t a k e  a n d  g iv e  s o m e  r e a s o n s  f o r  y o u r  
s u g g e s t i o n s .
Y o u  h a v e  1 m i n u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
t h e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
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( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
Now start recording your answer. Please click the record button to save your answer.
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  - q  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  t h e  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t to n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
{D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
< Q u e s t io n  7 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  - q 7 . w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  7 .
W a t c h  a  v i d e o  c l i p  a b o u t  a  c o n v e r s a t i o n  b e tw e e n  a  s t u d e n t  a n d  a  T A .
[ I n s e r t  a  v i d e o  c l i p :  a  n a tu r a l  ta lk ]
( S c r ip t s :  n o t  s h o w n  to  t h e  e x a m i n e e )
TA: Hi Jane, what brings you here today?
S tu d e n t :  H e l lo  C h o .  I  a m  h e r e  t o  t a l k  a b o u t  m id t e r m  e x a m  g r a d in g .  I  f e l t  I  c o u l d  g e t  m o r e  p o i n t s  
o n  m y  e s s a y .
T A :  L e t  m e  s e e .  O k a y .  I  c o u l d  s e e  s o m e  l a c k  o f  e l a b o r a t i o n  in  y o u r  e s s a y .
A  s t u d e n t  c o m e s  to  y o u r  o f f i c e  h o u r s  d e m a n d i n g  m o r e  p o i n t s  o n  a n  e s s a y  t e s t .  E x p la i n  t o  t h e m  
w h y  y o u  w i l l  o r  w i l l  n o t  g i v e  t h e m  m o r e  p o i n t s  b a s e d  o n  t h e  w r i t i n g  f e a t u r e s  b e lo w .
W r i t i n g  f e a t u r e s
E l a b o r a t i o n ,  o r g a n iz a t i o n ,  c o h e r e n c e ,  c o n te n t ,  l a n g u a g e  u s e ,  u s e  o f  s o u r c e s ,  g r a m m a r ,  v o c a b u l a r y ,  
e tc .
Y o u  h a v e  1 m i n u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
th e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  - t r a n s i t i o n 7 - 8 .w a v )  S t o p  t h e  r e c o r d i n g .
[ T r a n s i t i o n ] :  ( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p )  N o w  y o u  h a v e  a  T A  m e e t i n g  w i th  y o u r  p r o f e s s o r  a n d  
c o l l e a g u e s .  L e t ’ s g o  t o  t h e  m e e t i n g  r o o m .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t t o n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
(3 )  In  t h e  T A  m e e t in g
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  -  q 8 .w a v )  Y o u  a r e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  a  T A  m e e t in g .
[ T u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  q u e s t i o n  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
< Q u e s t io n  8 >
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  8 .
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H o w  i m p o r t a n t  d o  y o u  r a t e  c l a s s  a t t e n d a n c e ?  H e r e  a r e  t w o  s t u d e n t s  y o u  c a n  t h i n k  o f  in  t e r m s  o f  
a t t e n d a n c e  v s .  i m p r o v e m e n t  i n  t h e  c la s s .  P a u l  d i d  a  g r e a t  j o b  o n  a l l  t e s t s  b a s e d  o n  w h a t  h e  l e a r n e d  
b e f o r e  b u t  h e  r a r e l y  s h o w s  u p  in  c la s s .  M a r y  h a d  a  b a d  s c o r e  o n  t h e  f i r s t  t e s t  b u t  s h e  i s  i m p r o v i n g  
a  l o t  a s  t h e  s e m e s t e r  g o e s  o n .  S h e  n e v e r  m i s s e s  c la s s .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  o p i n i o n  a b o u t  g r a d i n g  t h o s e  
s t u d e n t s ?
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
th e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  t o  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  t h e  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t t o n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u to m a t i c a l ly .}
< Q u e s t io n  9 >
[ I n s e r t  a  P I C T U R E  O F  S L A C K E R S ]
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q 9 .w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  9 .
W h i l e  y o u  a r e  l e c t u r i n g ,  a  c o u p le  o f  s t u d e n t s  s i t t i n g  in  t h e  b a c k  k e e p  t a l k i n g  e a c h  o t h e r  a n d  
d i s t r a c t i n g  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  D e s c r i b e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  to  a n  o f f i c e  m a t e  a n d  a s k  f o r  a d v ic e  o n  h o w  to  
m a n a g e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n ?
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
th e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  t h e  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t t o n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
[ D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
< Q u e s t io n  1 0 >
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  q l O .w a v )  Q u e s t i o n  n u m b e r  1 0 .
[ I n s e r t  a  p i c t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  s i t u a t io n ]
Y o u  a r e  s c h e d u l e d  to  t e a c h  S e c t i o n  A  b u t  w a n t  t o  s w i t c h  t o  S e c t i o n  F .  T r y  t o  c o n v i n c e  t h e  T A  f o r  
S e c t i o n  F  to  s w i t c h  t e a c h i n g  s c h e d u le s  w i th  y o u .
S e c t i o n  A :  T u e s d a y s  a n d  T h u r s d a y s  8 :3 0  - 9 : 5 0  a m  
S e c t i o n  F :  M o n d a y s  a n d  W e d n e s d a y s  1 :0 0 -  2 : 2 0  p m
Y o u  h a v e  1 m in u t e  p r e p a r a t i o n  t im e .  W h e n  y o u  a r e  r e a d y ,  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r  b y  c l i c k in g  
th e  r e c o r d  b u t t o n  o r  w a i t  f o r  t h e  p r o m p t .  Y o u  w i l l  h a v e  2  m in u t e s  t o  a n s w e r  t h e  q u e s t io n .  [ I n s e r t  a  
t im e r ]
( P r e p  t im e :  1 m in )
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N o w  s t a r t  r e c o r d i n g  y o u r  a n s w e r .  P l e a s e  c l i c k  t h e  r e c o r d  b u t to n  to  s a v e  y o u r  a n s w e r .
[ R E C O R D  b u t to n ]
( N a r r a t o r :  a u d io  c l i p  - q l O  s to p  n e x t .w a v )  S t o p  t h e  r e c o r d i n g .
P l e a s e  c l i c k  o n  t h e  “ n e x t ”  b u t t o n  to  m o v e  to  t h e  n e x t  s c r e e n .
[ N E X T  b u t to n ]
{D o  n o t  t u r n  t h e  s c r e e n  to  t h e  n e x t  a u t o m a t i c a l l y . }
5 )  W r a p - u p  a n d  L o g o u t  
( N a r r a to r :  a u d io  c l i p  -  l o g o u t .w a v )
N o w ,  t h i s  i s  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  t e s t .
Y o u  w i l l  b e  n o t i f i e d  o f  y o u r  s c o r e  v i a  e m a i l  a s  s o o n  a s  t e s t  r e s u l t s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e .  W h e n  y o u  
r e c e iv e  t h e  e m a i l ,  p l e a s e  v i s i t  t h e  T A L E  t e s t  h o m e  a t  h t t p : / / m o o d l e . e d . u i u c . e d u /  f o r  m o r e  
i n f o r m a t io n .  P l e a s e  f i n d  “ c o u r s e s ”  a t  t h e  l e f t  a n d  th e n  c h o o s e  “ E n g l i s h  S p e a k i n g  T r a i n i n g . ”  Y o u  
c a n  s e e  y o u r  s c o r e  a n d  e x p e r t ’ s c o m m e n ts .
T h a n k  y o u .  H a v e  a  g r e a t  d a y .
P l e a s e  l o g  o u t  f r o m  t h e  T A L E  te s t .
[ L o g o u t ]
[ E n d  o f  t h e  t e s t ]
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RATER TRAINING FOR THE TALE TEST
1. T e s t  p u r p o s e  a n d  m a n d a t e s
T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h e  t e s t  i s  to  p r o v i d e  a  v a l i d  E n g l i s h  s p e a k i n g  p r o f i c i e n c y  s c r e e n e r  f o r  
i n te r n a t i o n a l  p o t e n t i a l  T A s  w h o  w a n t  t o  t e a c h  in  t h e i r  a c a d e m i c  f i e l d s  a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  I l l i n o i s  
a t  U r b a n a - C h a m p a i g n  ( U I U C )  a n d  to  g a in  a n  a c c u r a t e  m e a s u r e  o f  t h e  t e s t - t a k e r s ’ a c a d e m i c  
s p e a k in g  a b i l i ty .  T h e  c o n t e n t  a n d  f o r m a t  o f  t h e  t e s t  s h o u l d  b e  a s  a u th e n t i c  a n d  r e l e v a n t  a s  
p o s s ib l e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  to  t h e  d a i l y  l i f e  o f  a n  a v e r a g e  T A .
2 . I n t e r n a l  m a n d a t e s
•  T e a m  m e m b e r s ’ s c h e d u le s  a n d  t e c h n o l o g y  l i t e r a c y
•  D e v e l o p m e n t  d e a l i n e
3 . E x te r n a l  m a n d a t e s
•  U n i v e r s i t y  a u th o r i t y  w a n t s  t o  h a v e  a  c o s t  a n d  t im e  e f f i c i e n t  t e s t  s o  t h a t  f a c e - to - f a c e  i n t e r v i e w  
i s  n o t  a  g o o d  c h o ic e .
•  P o t e n t i a l  T A s  w a n t s  t o  h a v e  a n  a c c u r a t e  m e a s u r e  to o l .
•  M a s s  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r y  d u e  to  t im e  a n d  c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y .
•  D e l iv e r y  f o r m a t  i s  a  w e b - b a s e d  t e s t  s i m i l a r  t o  a u d io - t a p e  d e l i v e r y  t y p e  f o r  m a s s  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .
•  T h e  t e s t i n g  p l a c e  w i l l  b e  G 5 2  o r  G 2 7  in  F L B .  T h e r e  a r e  1 6  P C s  o r  3 0  P C s  a n d  w e  n e e d  to  
c h e c k  t h e  h e a d s e t s  a n d  m ic r o p h o n e s  f o r  e a c h  m a c h in e .
•  S o f t w a r e  ty p e :  s t a n d - a l o n e  u s i n g  V i s u a l  B a s i c .N E T  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  o f  A t l a s  w h ic h  
w i l l  n o t  s u p p o r t  a n y  s e r v e r - s i d e  t e c h n o l o g y  a n d  a  s e r v e r .  S o  th e  s o f t w a r e  w i l l  b e  i n s t a l l e d  o n  
e a c h  l o c a l  m a c h i n e  i n  G 2 7  a n d  th e  u s e r  w i l l  r e c o r d  t h e i r  v o i c e  o n  t h e  l o c a l  m a c h i n e .  j T  w i l l  
c o l l e c t  t h e  a n s w e r  f i l e  f r o m  e a c h  m a c h i n e  o n e  b y  o n e  u s i n g  1 G i g a  b y t e s  U S B  f l a s h  d r iv e .
4 .  T e s t  s t r u c tu r e
•  T h r e e  c o n te x t s :  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m ,  in  t h e  T A  o f f i c e ,  a n d  in  t h e  T A  m e e t in g
•  T o ta l  1 0  q u e s t io n s :  4  q u e s t io n s  f o r  t h e  c la s s r o o m ,  3  q u e s t io n s  f o r  e a c h  o f f i c e  a n d  m e e t in g
•  F u n c t i o n - b a s e d  T e s t :
T a b l e  G 1
Language Functions in the TALE test
In the classroom In the TA office In the TA meeting
Q 1. Greeting / introducing 
Q2. Describing / advising 
Q3. Defining / Expressing 
Q4. Expressing / persuading
Q5. Advising /  Referring 
Q6. Suggesting /Reasoning 
Q7. Defining / Persuading
Q8. Expressing opinion 
Q9. Describing /advising 
QlO. Negotiating / 
Persuading
•  T e s t  s t ru c tu r e
1. Tutorial
2. Login
3. Introduction 1 and 2
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5 . G e t t i n g  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  T A L E  t e s t
a . T a k e  a  l o o k  a t  t h e  t e s t  a n d  s u m m a r y  a t  h t t p : / / w w w . j u n g t a e k i m .c o m / T A L E / t u t o r i a l . h t m
b . O p e n  t h e  t e s t  a n d  p r a c t i c e  t h e  t e s t
6 . G e t t i n g  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  S c o r i n g  R u b r ic :
6 0
T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  a lm o s t  a lw a y s  e f f e c t i v e  i n  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  
f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .  T h e y  
p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  v e r y  c o m p e t e n t ly .
5 0
T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  g e n e r a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  i n  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  
f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .
4 0
T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  s o m e w h a t  e f f e c t i v e  in  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  
f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .  T h e y  
p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  s o m e w h a t  c o m p e t e n t ly .
3 0
T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  N O T  g e n e r a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  in  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  
f u n c t i o n a l  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .  T h e y  d o  
N O T  p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  g e n e r a l l y  c o m p e t e n t ly .
20
T e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c o m m u n i c a t i v e  c o m p e t e n c e  i s  e x t r e m e l y  p o o r  i n  t e r m s  o f  f l u e n c y ,  f u n c t i o n a l  
c o m p e t e n c e ,  a c c u r a c y ,  a n d  c o h e r e n c e  o f  t h e i r  s p e e c h  in  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .  T h e y  c a n  N O T  
p e r f o r m  g i v e n  t a s k s  a t  a ll .
D e f i n i t i o n s  o f  S p e a k i n g  F e a tu r e s
F lu e n c y :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ n a tu r a l  f l o w i n g  s p e e c h  i n c l u d i n g  h e s i t a t i o n ,  r e p e t i t i o n ,  r e ­
s t r u c tu r i n g  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  w o r d s  a n d  s e n t e n c e s  i n  a c a d e m i c  s e t t i n g s .
F u n c t io n a l  c o m p e t e n c e :  t h e  s p e a k e r ’ s a b i l i t y  to  s e l e c t  f u n c t i o n s  to  r e a s o n a b l y  a d d r e s s  t h e  t a s k  
a n d  to  s e l e c t  t h e  l a n g u a g e  n e e d e d  to  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  f u n c t io n .
A c c u r a c y :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  p r o n u n c ia t i o n ,  g r a m m a r ,  a n d  v o c a b u l a r y  in  
a c a d e m ic  s e t t i n g s
C o h e r e n c e :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ c l e a r  a n d  lo g ic a l  o r g a n iz a t i o n  o f  h i s / h e r  u t t e r a n c e s  i n  a c a d e m i c  
s e t t i n g s
^ I n t e r a c t i v e n e s s :  t e a c h i n g  a s s i s t a n t s ’ s p e e c h  s t r u c tu r e ,  i t s  s e q u e n t i a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  tu r n -  
t a k i n g  r u l e s ,  s o m e t i m e s  i n c l u d i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  i n  o n e - w a y  o r  t w o - w a y  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  in  a c a d e m i c  
s e t t i n g s  ( f o r  F a c e - t o - F a c e  I n t e r v i e w )
7 . D e v e l o p i n g  b e n c h m a r k s  f o r  e a c h  l e v e l
a . L i s t e n  s o m e  r e a l  s p e e c h  s a m p le s  a n d  p r a c t i c e  s c o r i n g  w i t h  t h e  s c o r i n g  s h e e t  b e lo w .
b . P i c k  o n e  b e n c h m a r k  f o r  e a c h  l e v e l .
8 . R a t i n g  C a l i b r a t i o n
I f  y o u r  r a t i n g  i s  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  o t h e r s ,  y o u  s h o u l d  n o t i f y  y o u r  c o l l e a g u e  r a t e r s  t o  a d ju s t  to  r a t i n g  
c r i t e r i a .
9 . R a t i n g  P r o c e d u r e :
a . W a r m - u p  i s  n o t  g r a d e d .
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b . L i s t e n  t o  a  s a m p l e  a n d  f i n d  a  s a l i e n t  f e a t u r e  b a s e d  o n  y o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  s c o r i n g  
f e a t u r e s  a b o v e .
c .  T h e n  g i v e  a  h o l i s t i c  s c o r e  a n d  c o m m e n t s  o n  s t r e n g th s  a n d  w e a k n e s s e s  o f  t h e  e x a m i n e e ’s 
s p e a k i n g  a b i l i t y
10 . R a t e r ’ s f a t i g u e s
P le a s e  t a k e  e n o u g h  r e s t  w h e n  y o u  d o  r a t i n g  s o  a s  n o t  to  a f f e c t  y o u r  g r a d in g .
11 . R a t i n g  b l i n d n e s s  i s s u e
a . R a te r s  s h o u l d  n o t  c o m m u n i c a t e  e a c h  o t h e r  d u r i n g  r a t i n g  a b o u t  t h e  r a t i n g .
b .  T h e  e x a m i n e e ’ s i n f o r m a t io n  w i l l  n o t  b e  g i v e n  to  r a te r s .
1 2 . R a t i n g  O r d e r i n g  E f f e c t s
a . A l l  t h e  r a t e r s  s h o u l d  g r a t e  s p e e c h  s a m p le s  i n  t h e  s a m e  o r d e r s  g i v e n  f r o m  j T .
b . W r i t e  y o u r  s t a r t  a n d  e n d  t im e .
13 . S o m e  p o t e n t i a l  p r o b l e m s :
a . C a s e  1: i f  t h e r e  a r e  o n ly  5  s p e e c h  s a m p le s  o f  1 0  q u e s t io n s ?  W a s  i t  i n t e n t io n a l  o r  
u n i n t e n t i o n a l ?
b . C a s e  2 : u n b a l a n c e d  q u a l i t y  o f  s p e e c h  s a m p le s ?
c . A n y  o t h e r  p r o b l e m s ?
1 4 . P o l i c y  m a k i n g
a . R a t e r  i n t e r - r e l i a b i l i t y  i s s u e ?  =  S c o r e  d i s c r e p a n c y ?
b . A n y  b i a s ?
1 5 . S c o r e  R e p o r t i n g
T h e  e x a m i n e e  w i l l  b e  r e c e i v e d  t h e i r  s c o r e  a n d  f e e d b a c k  t h r o u g h  t h e  T A L E  h o m e  a t  
h t t p : / / m o o d l e . e d . u i u c . e d u / . T o  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  s i t e ,  t h e y  s h o u l d  v i s i t  
h t t p : / / m o o d l e s . e d .u i u c .e d u / l o g i n / i n d e x .p h p .
R a te r s  s h o u l d  s u b m i t  t h e i r  r a t i n g  to  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  v i a  e m a i l .
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APPENDIX H
THE TALE TEST SAMPLE INTERFACE
3 3 0












T h e  TALE T e s t  R e c o r d in g  P r a c t i c e
u>
Please following the directions carefully.
1. Click the RECORD button below  and say  "test, te s t ,  and test."
2. Click the REWIND button and RECORD again. Then say  "test, 
te s t , and test."
3. Click the STOP button below . I | ■  ( |
| r * •
r
4. Click the PLAY button below  and listen to your resp on se . |
5. If you do NOT hear your voice, p lease  raise your hand.
You must change your computer.
Sound
Recorder l ' 4 '  l » l  E3












T h e  TALE T e s t s in c e  2 0 0 5
Welcome to th e  Teaching Assistant 





Please login to the TALE test.
Login: j j t k i m l
Password:
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